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Preface 





This work is a collection and discussion of the primary sources for 
Hellenistic philosophy. By presenting the material both in its original 
languages and in translation, we aim to give classicists and philosophers 
direct access to the surviving evidence on the Stoics, Epicureans, 
Pyrrhonists and Academics, whose thought dominated philosophy in 
the three centuries after the death of Anstotle in 322 B.C. There has been a 
remarkable upsurge of interest in these philosophies over the last few 
decades, but up to now the original texts have not been collected in any 
single book with the comprehensiveness and detail we have sought to 
provide. . 

In its scope and purpose our book closely resembles G. S. Kirk, J. E. 
Raven, and M. Schofield, The Presocratic Philosophers (ed. 2, 1983), but 
we divide the material between two volumes. Vol. i is entirely in 
English, offering translations of texts, accompanied by philosophical 
commentary. It is presented in a manner which we hope will make it 
usable by those with no historical background in the classical world. 
With its glossary and set of indexes, it is designed to be entirely self- 
sufficient. But the expectation is that our classical readers will use it in 
conjunction with vol. 2. This lacter supplies (sometimes in longer 
excerpts) the texts translated in vol. 1, together with critical apparatus, 
information on their original contexts, supplementary commentary on 
technical matters and points of detail, and some additional texts. 

The surviving record of Hellenistic philosophy, though extensive, 
varies greatly in quality and reliabiliry. Only a smail fraction of it reports 
the original words of the philosophers themselves (see Introduction, 
section 3). For the rest, we are dependent upon odd sentences, often 
quoted out of context, the writings of later sceptics, Stoicsand Epicureans, 
and the sympathetic, or more often hostile, summaries composed by 
numerous other authors. In selecting from all this material, our guiding 
Principles have been historical authenticity and philosophical interest. 
The evidence we present on each topic is what we judge to be the best 
that survives. On some topics — for instance Stoic ontology — the 
selection was relatively easy since the complete record on this material is 
exiguous. In other cases - for instance Stoic ethics — the surviving 
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evidence is much fuller and more accessible. Here our selection of 
passages should heip the reader to isolate the salient doctrines in many 
similar texts that we omit. 

The format of the work is as clear as we have been able to make it 
without prejudicing the authentic nature of the material. Even so, we 
recognize that it will impose certain demands on any careful reader. Just 
within vol. 1 it will be necessary to move constantly back and forth 
between texts and commentary of each single section, and ‘strongly 
advisable to follow up the cross-references given in the commentary. We 
regard these latter as a crucial feature of the book, since one part of a 
philosophy is frequently illuminated by reference to another, or by 
comparison with the rival doctrine of another school. At the same time, 
we emphasize that this is a sourcebook. We intend the commentary to 
play a role strictly subordinate co that of the texts and translations, and we 
would respect the decision of any reader or class-inseructor to work 
purely with the texts, by-passing our commentary altogether. What it 
offers is orientation and exposition, especially of the more demanding 
material, where we include suggestions and interpretations of our own 
without, in many cases, any claim that these are orthodox. We hope that 
these comments will clarify the central philosophical issues even where 
the position we adopt is novel or controversial. Some sections of the 
book seemed to need bnefer commente than others because the texts 
largely spoke for themselves. Hence the length of our commentary 
should not be regarded as a measure of our own interest in each topic. 

Throughout our preparation of this book we have had to balance the 
practical restrictions on its size against our wish to do justice to numerous 
individuals, both ancient and modem, and the range of subjects studied 
by Hellenistic philosophers. The decision to proceed school by school, 
and not for example topic by topic or philosopher by philosopher, is one 
which we took early and have never regretted. But it has sometimes led 
us to emphasize the unity of school doctrines, especially Stoic, where 
there is a good case for singling out two or more divergent strands within 
the apparent consensus. Readers will find no separate treatments of 
Aristo, Cleanthes, Panaetius, Posidonius, or even Chrysippus himself. 
However, our commentary does frequently discuss their divergences, 
and, more important, a reader interested in chasing up the work of an 
individual can very well do so by consulting the Index of philosophers 
appended to vol. 1. 

Again, we have had to be ruthlessly selective about ‘non-standard’ 
Hellenistic philosophers. Ideally we would have devoted much space to 
Cynics, Cyrenaics, Megarians, Dialecticians, and others who exerted a 
formative influence on Hellenistic philosophy; to the Hellenistic 
Peripatos, to individualistic Academics like Philo of Larissa and 
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Antiochus; and to post-Hellenistic philosophers jike Epictetus and Sextus 
Empiricus who are powerful adherents of Hellenistic schools. As it is, we 
have had to content ourselves with bringing these in, ifacall, only where 
they can be perceived as contributing to the debates in which the 
principal schools were engaged, or as reliable spokesmen for them. 
Scepticism does much to lend Hellenistic philosophy its distinctive 
colouring, and we have tried to give it due emphasis. Appropriately, the 
period is made to open with Early Pyrrhonism and to close with The 
Pyrrhonist Revival. We had originally planned that this latter should 
fully represent the sceptical philosophy of Sextus Empiricus, despite his 
post-Hellenistic date. In the event, however, shortage of space, com- 
bined with a few historical misgivings, led us to treat the founder of that 
philosophy, Aenesidemus, as virtually the sole spokesman for late 
Hellenistic Pyrrhonism. Aenesidemus is an impressive figure, whose 


work cannot be easily appreciated without being isolated from that of his 


jater adherents. As for the principal Academic sceptics, these are better 
represented than 2 glance at the Contents might suggest. In addition to 
our coverage of their own philosophical positions in 68-70, their 
individual criticisms are worked into many of the Stoic sections, where, 


- indeed, they are often most at home: see especially 28, 37, 39-41, 64. 


As with individuals, so too with schools we have had to confine our 
treatment to chose topics in which issues central to the history of 
philosophy are raised. Science is featured in our book only as philosophy 
of science or as cosmology integral to the general world-view ofa school. 
Astronomy, physiology, rhetoric, grammar, and aesthetics are subjects 
to which Hellenistic philosophers, especially Stoics, made important 
contributions. We have not attempted to deal more than incidentally 
with these, on which much primary work remains to be done. 

We have profited enormously from the wealth of scholarship devoted 
to Hellenistic philosophy in the last hundred years, and more especially in 
the last twenty, but found that any serious discussion of these studies in 
vol. 1 would have expanded it to an unacceptable size. We have 
therefore, with regret, restricted such discussion to points of detail in the 
vol. 2 notes. What we offer instead is, at the end of vol. 2, an annotated 
bibliography, arranged topic by topic, which will help readers to judge 
the tendency of our commentary and its relation to other studies. (The 
model for this, which we gratefully acknowledge, is J. Barnes, M. 
Schofield and R. Sorabji, Articles on Aristotle, London 1973-7.) 

This sourcebook is the product of joint-authorship, not parallel 
authorship. Each section was of course initially the work of one or other 
ofus, but we have intervened heavily in each other’s sections, sometimes 
rewriting parts. Every issue, whether of interpretation or of policy, b35 

resolved by discussion between us. Thus we jointly accep! 
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responsibility for the entire book. However, for those cunous to 
distinguish the separate strands, primary authorship of the sections was as 
follows. 


A.ALL.: 1-3, 21-2, 26, 31, 33-4, 39-41, 43-9, 51-3, 56-61, 63-9. 
D.NS: 4-20, 23-5, 27-30, 32, 35-8, 42, 50, 54-5, 62, 70-2. 


Although planning of these volumes goes back to the middle 1970s, 
systematic work on them lasted from 1979 to 1986. During that time, we 
have incurred numerous debts of gratitude, of which the following 
deserve special mention. We were fortunate to have the superb research 
assistance of Hayden Ausland, Dirk Obbink, Allan Silverman and Steve 
White, all of whom, in addition to their tireless labour on relatively 
routine matters, provided us with searching criticisms and invaluable 
suggestions. Individual sections were read and commented on by 
Jonathan Bames, Myles Burnyeat, Fernanda Decleva Caizzi, Richard 
Davies, Michael Frede, Brad Inwood, Jim Lennox, Geoffrey Lloyd, 
Maicoim Schofield, Richard Serabji, and Robert Wardy, and we greatly 
appreciated their advice. Others to whom we have turned with profit for 
expert advice on individual points include Cathenne Atherton, 
Francesca Longo Auricchio, Nichoias Denyer, Tiziano Dorandi, Adele 
Tepedino Guerra, Jim Hankinson, Michael Inwood, E. J. Kenney, A. C. 
Lloyd, and Margie Miles. In the planning of the book we have been 
helped by the ideas of David Furley, Pauline Hire, Ian Kidd, Susan 
Moore, and above all Jeremy Mynott, whose brainchild the entire 
project is. Valued assistance with the preparation of the manuscript has 
been rendered by Sandra Bargh, Yvonne Cassidy, Sylvia Sylvester, and 
Andrea Shankman. And we thank Candace Smith very warmly for the 
drawing on p. 4 — her advice about it, as well as its eventual execution. 

A further debt of gratitude must be recorded here. Karlheinz Hiilser 
has been preparing a magnificent collection, Die Fragmente zur Dialektik 
der Stoiker (= FDS), and was kind enough to provide us with pre- 
publication drafts. We have found his work immensely helpful in 
preparation of this sourcebook. We regret that our policy of very limited 
cross-reference to collections of fragments has prevented our providing 
FDS numbers in vol. 1 for those of our texts which also appear in his 
collection {a few of these are noted in vol. 2, however). 

For research resources, we thank the Institute for Advanced Study, 
Princeton, whose generous grants of membership (A.A.L. in 1979, 
D.N.S. in 1982) provided ideal conditions for the furtherance of the 
project; and the Universities of Liverpool, California, and Cambridge, 
and Christ’s College Cambridge, for research grants. We are also 
grateful to Robinson College Cambridge for a bye-fellowship awarded 
to A.A.L. in 1982, and to the University of California at Berkeley fora | 
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visiting professorship awarded to D.N.S. in 1984: these afforded us the 
rare luxury of extended collaboration in the same geographical location 
without our usual dependence on the post and the telephone. 


The two volumes are dedicated to David Furley, who has taught us both 
so much about Greek philosophy, and whose own publications provide a 
model of clarity and incisiveness which we fear will be only palely 
reflected in what follows. 


Berkeley, April 1986 DAVID SEDLEY 
TONY LONG 
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1 THE SCHOOLS 


If Aristotle could have returned to Athens in 272 B.C., on the fiftieth 
anniversary of his death, he would hardly have recognized it as the 
intellectual milieu in which he had taught and researched for much of his 
life. He would have found there new philosophies far more diverse and 
more self-consciously systematic than those on offer in his own day, 
Some of the central issues, and much of the technical terminology in 
which they were being discussed, would have seerned unfamiliar. 

How had this change come about? Aristotle might have perceived it as 
one aspect of the radical transformations effected throughout the greater 
part of the known world by the conquests of his delinquent pupil 
Alexander the Great. Alexander’s hellenizacion of the east Mediterranean 
and beyond had generated anew excitement about Greek culture among 
people with primarily non-Greek backgrounds. For those who were 
attracted by Greek philosophy in particular, Athens was cheir natural 
Mecca, both because it still housed the schools founded by Plato and 
Aristotle, and because such literary masterpieces as Plato’s Socratic 
dialogues, which will have afforded many their first taste of the subject, 
lent Athens an unfading glamour as the true home of philosophical 
enlightenment. Thus in the new Hellenistic age philosophy flourished at 
Athens as never before. And many of her new breed of philosophers 
hailed from the eastern Mediterranean region. 

In the mean time the city of Alexandria, founded by Alexander in 
Egypt, was becoming a rival cultural centre, thanks largely to the 
generous patronage offered by its rulers the Ptolemies. Philosophy itself 
could not flourish under such patronage, and Athens remained 
uneclipsed as the philosophical centre of the Greek world. But the drift of 
other intellectuals to Alexandria had a crucial effect. Plato’s Academy 
and Aristotle’s school in the Lyceum had been research centres in the 
broadest sense, Plato’s colleagues and disciples had included many of the 
leading mathematicians of the day, and the Lyceum had housed. 1 
addition to philosophy in the modem sense, scholarly and scientific, 
_ Fesearch on almost every conceivable topic. Few readers will need. 
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reminding, for example, of Aristotle’s own seminal contributions to 
zoology, political history and literary theory. Now, however, such 
disciplines were finding a new home in Alexandria. The result was that 
philosophy became for the first time pared down to something 
resembling the specialise discipline which it is today. 

Whether Plato and Aristotle had meant to create philosophical systems 
at all is far from clear. But in the new era a philosophy was above all an 
integrated system for the complete understanding of the world’s basic 
structure and man’s place in it. One's choice of philosophical allegiance, 
it was assumed, would radically affect one’s whole outlook on life. 


Had Anistotle’s ghost in 272 paid a nostalgic visit to the Lyceum, just 
outside the eastern ciry wall (see topographical sketch, p. 4), the effects 
of this philosophical revolution would have struck him with particular 
poignancy. His old associate, and successor as head of the Peripatetic 
school, Theophrastus, was fifteen years dead. With him had died the last 
representative of Aristotle’s own encyclopaedic conception of philo- 
sophy. Many of the school’s adherents had drifted away to Alexandna, 
and even its library had been shipped abroad by Theophrastus’ heir, 
Aristotle’s own most technical philosophical work (the school texts by 
which we know him today) was, it seems, relatively little circulated or 
discussed. As for Theophrastus’ successor as head of the school, Strata, he 
was a highly original physical theorist, but even by the standards of the 
day a narrow specialist in his field. The Peripatetic school maintained a 
low profile, at feast in philosophy, until the end of the Hellenistic period 
(officially dated to 31 B.c.), even though the Roman imperial era which 
followed was to be to a large extent dominated by the revival of 
Anstotelianism. 


If we imagine Aristotle continuing his tour, at the central agora just a 
kilometre away from his own school he would have found the scene very 
different. Here stood the Stoa Poikile, or ‘Painted Colonnade’, in which 
a thriving philosophical group met daily to discuss and teach. They were 
popularly known as the Stoics, or ‘the men from the Stoa’, and their 
system, Stoicism, was already the dominant philosophy of the day. 
Thanks in part to the immense intellectual prestige that it had acquired, it 
was by now the source of much of the technical terminology and 
conceptual equipment with which doctrinal debates were being framed. 
Its founder, Zeno of Citium, now aged 62, had arrived in Athens as 2 
young man from his native Cyprus, anew recruit to Hellenism, eager to 
learn philosophy in the public gymnasia, walks and colonnades which 
Socrates himself had once frequented. Philosophy in Athens was 
always a supremely public affair, and in concentrating their activities 
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on the agora the Stoics were likely never to be far from the public eye. 

Zeno's most stalwart colleague, and eventual successor on his death 
in 262, was Cleanthes, whose own contnmbutions to Stoicism lay 
especially in the areas of theology and cosmology. Not all members of 
the School were ennrely orthodox, however, and the ethical heterodoxy 
of the Stoic Aristo will be receiving particular attention in our book. The 
most important of all che Stoics, Chrysippus, was at this date an eight- 
year-old boy at Soli, on the shores of the east Mediterranean. In the 
period roughly from 232 to 206 he was to hold the headship of the school, 
and to develop ail aspects of Stoic theory with such flair, precision and 
comprehensiveness that ‘early Stoicism’ means for us, in effect, the 
philosophy of Chrysippus. The individual contributions of these and 
other Stoics can be explored through the Index of philosophers at the end of 
this volume (see especially Sphaerus, Diogenes of Babylon, Antipater, 
Panzetius, Posidonius}. 

The Stoics held no monopoly on the agora and its environs. This was 
one area towards which any philosopher staying at Athens could be 
expected to gravitate. Aristotle’s ghost might have encountered there 
some curiously familiar cypes, and perhaps some curiously unfamiliar. 
One omnipresent figure since the mid-fourth century had been that of 
the itinerant Cynic, whose main tenets would be the absolute self- 
sufficiency of virtue and the total inconsequentiality of all social norms, 
physical comforts, and gifts of fortune. In a way the greatest triumph of 
Cynicism was its formative influence on the work of Zeno, whose first 
philosophical training had been with the Cynic Crates. However, 
orthodox Stoicism subtly modified the ethical extremism of the Cynics, . 


‘,. 30 as CO retain an integral role for the conventional values which 


Cynicism rejected out of hand (see 58-9, and 67A-H for some Cynic 
elements in early Stoic political theory). 

Others whom he might well have observed there include Cyrenaics, ` 
Dialecticians and Megarians — schools whose contributions to Hellenistic 
philosophy may be explored through our Index of philosophers - and 
Timon of Phlius, chief propagandist for che sceptic guru Pyrrho, whose 
Philosophy both opens and closes our book. ~ 


The nostalgic tour might have been completed with an excursion 
beyond the Dipylon Gate to the north-west, to visit the Academy, wherea 
century earlier the young Aristotle had himself sat ac the feet of Plato. On 
the way he might just have noticed an enclosed garden — the Garden, as it 
was known, It was the property of Epicurus, whose philosophy occupies 
a large share of our book. His was certainly the most inward-looking of 
the philosophical schools, avowedly shunning ail political involvements 
and concentrating on the proper functioning of its own philosophical 
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community within the Garden and of similar movements elsewhere. 
Even so, it is no accident that he had set up his main school at Athens, the 
hub of philosophical activity. Originally, presenting himself as a 
follower of the early atomist Democritus, he had established branches of 
his school at two locations in the eastern Aegean area. But in 306 he had 
made the decisive move to Athens, where he set up what was to become 
and remain his school’s headquarters. The Stoa and the Academy were 
located within easy reach (see the topographical sketch, p. 4), and we 
need not doube that Epicurus was as keen as his rivals were to have a 
finger on the philosophical pulse of Athens. In numerous ways, as our 
book will seek to bring out, Stoicism and Epicureanism appear to have 
developed in polar opposition to each other. 


Arriving finally ac the Academy itself, Aristotle might have suffered his 
most severe shock of all: Its recently appoimeed head, Arcesilaus, was 
admittedly a dedicated Platonist. But his Platonism was modelled above 
all on what we know as the early dialogues of Plato, those in which 
Socrates is portrayed as constantly questioning the tenets and 
assumptions of those more opinionated than himself, and exposing their 
fragility and inconsistency. Doctrinal Platonism, stemming from Plato's 
later work, had survived for many years after its author's death. Even in 
the last years of the fourth century the young Zeno had studied a version 
of it under the then head of the Academy, Polemo, and chat was the 
principal route by which Platonic doctrine was to acquire a foothold in 
Hellenistic philosophy. But in the Academy itselfit had little momentum 
left, and it was Arcesilaus’ reversion to the critical dialectic of Plato’s 
early work that was now at last rejuvenating the school. Under his 
leadership the ‘New_Academy’ gained the status of the chief sceptical 
school, and throughout the Hellenistic age every new generation of 
Stoics was subjected by it to the most searching critiques. Its greatest 
head, Carneades, was to dominate the philosophical scene in the mid- 
second century B.C. He was not only an influential critic of Chrysippean 
Stoicism, but also a brilliantly original philosopher in his own right. It 
was not until the first century B.C. that the Academy entered a new 
decline, finally falling apart in doctrinal disarray (see 68, 71). 


What was a ‘school’? Not, in general, a formally established institution, 
but a group of like-minded philosophers with an agreed leader and a 
regular meeting place, sometimes on private premises but normally in 
public. School loyalty meant loyalty to the founder of the sect — Zeno for 
the Stoa, Epicurus for the Garden, Socrates and Plato for the Academy — 
and it is in that light that the degree of intellectual independence within 
each school must be viewed. It was generally thought more proper to 
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present new ideas as interpretations or developments of the founder's 
views than as criticisms of him, It was thus to the great advantage of the 
Stoics that Zeno had left many issues unclarified or unsettled, and of the 
Academics that Plato’s dialogues were open to a variety of interpreta- 
tions. Epicurus, on the other hand, had spelled out his system with 
immense precision, leaving relatively few issues to his successors for 
genuinely open debate (e.g. 21A 4; 220). The virtually unquestioned 
authority of the founder within each of the schools gave its adherents an 
identity as members of a ‘sect’ (hatrests}, readily recognizable by their 
labels ‘Stoic’, ‘Epicurean’, ‘Academic’, or ‘Pyrrhonist’. 
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2 THE SYSTEMS 


There is little point in trying to supply summaries of Academic and 
Pyrrhonian scepticism. Neither school would even have welcomed the 
attribution of a ‘system’. The nature of their philosophical enterprise will 
emerge more effectively from a study of the texts themselves (especially 
1-3, 39-41, 64, 68-72). But in the case of Epicureanism and Stoicism the 
material is so extensive and wide-ranging that some readers may find the 
following very brief overviews helpful. 


Epicureanism consists of three principal divisions: physics (4-15); 
epistemology, or ‘canonic’ (16-19); and ethics (20-5). 

The physical theory is developed our of intuitively primary first 
principles. Ali that has independent existence is body, which is shown to 
consist of an infinity of atomic particles, and infinite space, much of it 
void. Secondary properties do exist too, but parasitically on these. Our 
world, like literally countless others, is the accidental and transient 
product of complex atomic collisions, with no purposive origin or 
structure, no controlling deity. And the soul, itself a complex atomic 
conglomerate, perishes with the body. With these conclusions, physics 
can eliminate the psychologically crippling fear of divine intervention in 
this life and retribution in the next. 

Cognitive certaincy is attainable through the senses, combined with a 
set of natural conceptions and intuitions. Using these tools, we can infer 
with varying degrees of certainty the hidden nature of things. The 
formal dialectical techniques of Plato and his successors are unnecessary 
to che enterprise. 

Despite our ultimately atomic construction, we are genuinely 
autonomous agents, capable of structuring our awn lives in accordance 
with the one natural good, pleasure. Epicureanism’s means of teaching us 
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to maximize the pleasantness of life include eliminating fears of the 


unknown; recognizing the utility of mutual benefits and non-aggression; ` 


and mannino out the natural limits of pleasure, any attempt to exceed | 
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which is merely counterproductive. The tranquillity of Epicurean 
enlightenment, complemented by a few simple enjoyments and 
underpinned by friendship with others of the same persuasion, can 
emulate even the paradigmatic bliss of the divinities we worship. 


Unlike Epicureanism, the Stoic system is not a linear development from 
first principies, but a self-supporting edifice in which no plank is 
unambiguously prior to any other (cf. 26). Our detailed organization of 
the material in 26-67 makes no special claims of authenticity. Overali it 
does correspond roughly to the official Stoic cripartition into logic (27— 
42), physics (43-55), and ethics (56-67), but what we call ‘ontology’ (27— 
30) probably combines material from physics and from logic. 

To exist is to be a body. But all matter is totally imbued wich an 
intelligent force called variously ‘god’ or ‘reason’, or, at another level of 
analysis, ‘breath’. Our world, a unique, finite, and eternally recurrent 
organism, is thus itself coextensive with god, and in a way is god. Its 
rationality is manifested in its moral perfection as a unified organism, the 
appearance of imperfection only ansing when the parts are viewed in 
isolation. Every detail is predetermined by a causal nexus called ‘fate’, so 
that human moral responsibility has to be understood as not entailing 
genuinely free choice of action. Individual goodness and happiness 
consist in the wise man’s perfect concord with the preordained scheme of 
things. All other abjects and states which are conventionally prized, such 
as wealth and health, are morally ‘indifferent’. We should, generally 
speaking, seek them, but not as ultimate objectives, just as natural 
guidelines for our fully developed end of ‘living in agreement with 
nature’, The hope of such moral improvement rests in particular on the 
primarily intellectual nature of our morally bad states, or ‘passions’: as 
false judgements, they are capable of being modified by reason. Even so, 
the Stoics often set such high standards for their idealized wise man as to 
leave the impression that individual goodness is barely attainable. 

The understanding of the world requisite for moral virtue demands 
rigorous philosophical methodology. The true dialectician is an expert at 
division, definition, and the complex logical analysis of arguments. He 
can also evaluate the epistemic status of his premises, being an expert on 
all ‘impressions’ of the way things are. There are many grades of these, 
but only one species of impression has the cognitive certainty on which it 
is safe to build a proof, 


Readers who feel the need for a more extensive general survey could 
consult 


A. A. Long, Hellenistic philosophy (London, 1974; ed. z, London, 
Berkeley and Los Angeles, 1986): 
F. H. Sandbach, The Stoics (London, 1975); 
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and the translations in the Loeb Classical Library series of Cicero’s 
philosophical works (especially On ends, Academica, On the nature of the 
gods, On fate) and of Lucretius. 

Books bearing on specific topics and usable by the non-specialist 
include 


D.J. Furley, Twe studies in the Greek atomists (Princeton, 1967} 

A. A. Long {ed.), Problems in Stoicism (London, 1971) 

J-M. Rist (ed.), The Stoics (Berkeley, Los Angeles and London, 
1978) 

J. Barnes, M. Burnyeat, M. Schofield (edd.), Doubt and dogmatism 
(Oxford, 1980) 

M. Burmyeat (ed.), The skeptical tradition (Berkeley, Los Angeles 
and London, 1983) 

J. Annas, J. Bares, The modes of scepticism (Cambridge, 1985} 

M. Schofield, G. Striker (edd.), The norms of nature (Camine 
and Paris, 1986) 


An extensive bibliography is appended to vol. 2. 


For the most relevant texts of the forerunners to Hellenistic philosophy, 
we recommend 


G.S. Kirk, J.E. Raven, M. Schofield, The Presocratic philosophers 
(ed. 2, Cambridge, 1983; referred to as KRS in this volume); 

Plato, Protagoras, Gorgias, Meno, Phaedo, Republic, Euthydemus, 
Phaedrus, Timaeus, Theaetetus, Sophist, Philebus, Laws 10; 

Aristotle, Nicomachean ethics, Physics 2, 4 and 6, On generation and 
corruption, Metaphysics 12, On the heaven, Posterior analytics, De 
interpretatione, Topics, On soul, 


3 THE EVIDENCE 


Epicurus and Chrysippus wrote, between them, works amounting to 
more than a thousand books (i.e. scrolls of papyrus}. So the total literary 
output of Hellenistic philosophy must have run into many thousands of 
. books. From these, all that survive intact are three epitomes and a set of 
maxims by Epicurus, and a hymn by Cleanthes. We are also fortunate to 
possess the brilliant Epicurean poem of the Roman writer Lucretius, a 
number of Latin works by Cicero presenuing outlines of the main 
Hellenistic philosophies, and the writings of a few post-Hellemistic 
philosophers who were adherents of Hellenistic schools. All our 
other evidence is, to a greater or lesser degree, fragmentary. Philos- 
ophers’ views are summarized or quoted, normally out of context, 
by later writers who are as often as noc their declared enemies. 
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(Some information on these can be found in our Index of sources.) 

Consequently Hellenistic philosophy is a jigsaw. Our primary object 
has been to assemble, if not a complete, at least a plentiful set of pieces, 
grouped according to the general area of the jigsaw to which they 
belong. Our commentary suggests how some of the precise joins might 
be effected, wich the warning chat the fit may not always be exact. Since 
the reconstruction of one part of the jigsaw will as often as not depend on 
that of other parts, readers are urged to follow up the cross-references 
supplied in the commentary and to make regular use of the additional 
information available in the four indexes. 


The sources selected represent a wide range of literary genres, both Greek 
and Latin. If our style of translation does less than justice to some of these 
genres, it is because we have felt the interests of the book to be better 
served by techmical clarity than by literary fine tuning. For example, 
many verse passages will scarcely be distinguishable trom prose. And 
where a Latin author is Latinizing Greek philosophical terminology we 
have felt ar liberty occasionally to base our translation less directly on his 
precise words than on the Greek terms which we take them to represent. 
This policy serves che interests of terminological consistency, and should, 
in conjunction with the glossary at the end of vol. 1, make more 
manageable the reader’s task in negotiating the technical vocabulary of 
the period. 


Texts are marked by capital letrers A, B etc. within each section. 
Occasionally one or two extra texts are added at the end of the 
corresponding section of vol. 2, and these are marked by lower-case 
letters. The vol. 2 passages also sometimes extend beyond the translated 
portions, the additional words being marked by small print. 

Within the translations, square brackets, [ |], contain our own glosses; 
angle brackets, < >, contain words judged to have fallen out of the 
texts. All numbered subdivisions within the translations are our own. 

The systems of reference to texts are explained in the Index of sources 
at the end of this volume. We have also supplied many of the passages 
with their equivalent numbers in certain standard collections of 
fragments ~ works which will be found listed at the end of the same 
index. But we have not been entirely thorough or systematic. The main 
point has been to facilitate the task of readers using this book in 
Conjunction with other studies which refer to those collections. We have 
therefore only supplied those references which we believe will be helpful 
in this regard, often omitting them when the two corresponding passages 
coincide only partially. Thus the absence of such a cross-reference should 


not be taken as an indication that the passage in question is missing from 
the relevant collection. 
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1 Scepticism 


A Diogenes Laertius 9.61—2 (Caizzi ia, 6, 7, 9) 


{1) Pyrrho of Elis was the son of Pleistarchus, as Diocles also records, 
According to Apollodorus in his Chronicles, he was first a painter, and 
was instructed by Bryson son [or pupil?} of Stilpo, as Alexander says in 
his Successions. Later he studied under Anaxarchus and accompanied him 
everywhere, with the result that he even associated with the Naked 
Philosophers in India and with the Magi. (2) In consequence he seems te 
have practised philosophy in a most noble way, introducing that form of 
it which consists in non-cognition and suspension of judgement. (3) For 
he would maintain that nothing is honourable or base, or just or unjust, 
and that likewise in all cases nothing exists in truth; and that convention 
and habit are the basis of everything that men do; for each thing is nc 
more this chan this. (4) He followed these principles in his actual way ol 
life, avoiding nothing and taking no precautions, facing everything as il 
came, wagons, precipices, dogs, and entrusting nothing whatsoever to 
his sensations. But he was looked after, as Antigonus of Carystus reports, 
by his disciples who accompanied him. Aenesidemus, however, says that 
although he practised philosophy on the principles of suspension ol 
judgement, he did not act carelessly in the details of daily life. He lived to 
be nearly ninety. 


B Diogenes Laertius 9.63-4 (Caizzi 10, part, 28) 


(1) He [Pyrrho] used to go offby himselfand live as a recluse; and he rarely 
made an appearance to his household. This he did because he had heard an 
Indian reproach Anaxarchus with the remark that he would not be able 
to teach anyone else to be good while he paid court to kings. He wa! 
always in the same mental state, so that even if someone left him in the 
middle of his talking, he would complete the conversation to himself. - 
(2) When once discovered talking to himself, he was asked che reason. 
and said that he was practising to be virtuous. No-one belittled him 1 
:“tguments, owing to his ability to discourse at length and to respond t 
Questioning. This explains why even Nausiphanes as a young man wal 
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keen on him. He used to say, at any rate, that it was Pyrrho’s character 
one needed to get but his own doctrines; and he would frequently say 
that Epicurus also admired Pyrrho’s lifestyle and was always asking him 
about Pyrrho. 


C Diogenes Laertius 9.66—7 (Caizzi 15a, 16, 20, part) 


(1) When he [Pyrrho] was once scared by 2 dog that set on him, he 
responded to criticism by saying that it was difficult to strip oneself 
completely of being human; bur one could struggle against drcum- 
stances, by means of actions in the first instance, and if they were not 
successful, by means of reason. When a wound he had was treated with 
disinfectants, surgery and cautery, it is said that he did not even frown 
. . . (2) Philo of Athens, who became a pupil of his, used to say that he 
referred above all to Democritus, and secondly to Homer as well, whom 
he admired, constantly quoting, ‘As is the generation of leaves, so too is 
that of men’ [Iliad 6.146] . . . and that he also used to cite . . . all the 
lines which point to the inconsistency of men and their futility and 
childishness. 


D Sextus Empiricus, Against the professors 7.87-8 


A good many people . . . have said that Metrodorus, Anaxarchus and 
Monimus abolished the criterion [of truth] — Metrodorus because he said 
‘we know nothing, nor do we even know just this, that we know 
nothing’; and Anaxarchusand Monimus, because they compared existing 
things to stage-painting and took them to be like experiences that occur 
in sleep or insanity. 


E Diogenes Laertius 9.60 


On account of the impassiviry and contentment of his life Anaxarchus 
was called the ‘happiness man’; and he was able to induce moderation in 
the easiest possible way. 

F Aristocles (Eusebius 14.18.1~-5; Caizzt $3} Í 
(1} It is supremely necessary to investigate our own capacity for 
knowledge. For if we are so constituted that we know nothing, there is 
no need to continue enquiry into other things. Among the ancients too 
there have been people who made this pronouncement, and Aristotle has 
argued against them. (2) Pyrrho of Elis was also a powerful spokesman of 
such a position. He himself has left nothing in writing, but his pupil 
Timon says that whoever wants to be happy must consider these three 
questions: first, how are things by nature? Secondly, what attitude 
should we adopt towards them? Thirdly, what will be the outcome for 
those who have this attitude? (3) According to Timon, Pyrrho declared, 
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that things are equally indifferent, unmeasurable and inarbitrable. (4) For 
this reason neither our sensations nor our opinions tell us truths or 
falsehoods. Therefore for this reason we should not put our trust in them 
one bit, but we should be unopinionated, uncommitted and 
unwavering, saying concerning each individual thing that it no more is 
than is not, or it both is and is not, or ic neither is nor is not. (5) The 
outcome for those who actually adopt this attitude, says Timon, will 
be first speechlessness, and then freedom from disturbance; and 
Aenesidemus says pleasure. (6) These are the main points of what they 


say. 
G Diogenes Laertius 9.76 (Caizzi 54, part) 


As Timon says in his Pytho, the expression (‘no more’] signifies 
‘determining nothing, and suspending judgement’. 


H Diogenes Laertius 9.104—-5 {including Caizzi 55, 63A) 


(1) We [later Pyrrhonists} affirm the appearance, without also affirming 
that it is of such a kind, We coo [i.e. like the doctrinaire philosophers] 
perceive that fire bums, but we suspend judgement about whether it has 
an inflammable nature . . . Our resistance (so they say) is confined to the 
non-evident accompaniments of appearances. For when we say the 
picture has projections, we are indicating the appearance. But when we 
say that it does not have projections, we no longer state what appears but 
something else. (2) That is why Timon too says in his Pytho that he has 
not departed from normal practice. In his Images as well he makes a 
similar point: ‘But the appearance prevails everywhere, wherever one 
goes.’ (3) And in his writings On sensations he says: “That honey is sweet I 
do not affirm, but I agree that it appears so.’ 


I Sextus Empiricus, Against the professors 11.140 (Timon fr. 844, Caizzi 


aes nothing exists which is good or bad by nature, “but these things are 
-decided on the part of men by convention’, as Timon says. 


J Cicero, Tusculan disputations 5.85 (Caizzi 69L) 


These opinions (Stoic, Epicurean etc.] are the ones that have some solid 
foundation; for those of Aristo, Pyrrho, Herillus and some others have 


faded away. 
K Seneca, Natural questions 7.32.2 (Caizzi 71) 


‘So many schools of philosophy pass away without a successor. The 
k demics, both old and more recent, have left no representative. Who 
% there to hand on the teachings of Pyrrho? 
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O For the Hellenistic philosophers Pyrrho occupies a position that is comparable, 
in many respects, to that of Socrates in relation to the philosophy of the fourth 
century s.c. Old enough to join Alexander the Great's expedition to India (A 1}, 
Pyrrho was already an established figure when Epicurus, Zeno and the 
Academic Arcesilaus were developing their philosophical identities. Epicurus is 
said to have admired his lifestyle (B 2), his ethical position was likened to the 
doctrine of the early Stoic Aristo (2F—H), and contemporaries named him a 
progenitor of Academic scepticism (68E2, F}. When Aenesidemus seceded 
fram the Academy in the first century B.C., out of disquiet over its dogmatic 
tendencies, he represented his independent philosophical affiliation as a revival 
of Pyrrhonism (see 71-2}. The life and thought of Socrates had been similarly 
catholic in the variety of philosophy it stimulated, and in similar ways. If the 
solitary Pyrrho (B1) differed sharply from the gregarious and talkative 
Socrates, both men made their dominant impression by personality and way of 
life rather than by writing books or constructing systematic doctrines, leaving 
ir to their followers to develop and systematize the theoretical foundations of 
their lifestyles. 

Anything approaching a historical portrayal of Pyrrho the man is even harder 
to recover than with Socrates. Yet allowing for the credulity and embellishment 
of Hellenistic biography, testimonies such as A 4 and C t should be created as 
indicative of an imperturbability in Pyrrho that observers found genuinely 
extraordinary. (Aenesidemus’ more circumspect Pyrrho, A4 second part, is 
perhaps unduly toned down; see 71 commentary.) The wise man whose self- 
mastery in all circumstances is a paradigm of happiness was a concept of pre- 
eminent appeal to the Hellenistic schools. Pyrrho in this regard was 
foreshadowed by Diogenes the Cynic, himself a way-out representative of a 
Socratic posture; and Timon's polemics against the pretentiousness of other 
philosophers (see 3} draw on Cynic style and language. 

What makes Pyrrho’s recipe for happiness distinctive and seminal is its 
emergence from a totally negative position concerning abjective values and 
accessibility to truth (A 3). The key passage on this ‘scepticism’ is F. Here, 
though ac third-hand, we are given a report on the foundations of Pyrrho’s 
philosophy by his chief disciple and spokesman, Timon. The report is prefaced 
by a statement from Aristocles, its source, that Pyrrho belonged to an earlier line 
of philosophers who disclaimed human capacity for knowledge. However, as: 
we proceed to Timon'’s reported comments (F 3-5), we see that this cognitive; 
incompetence is not attributed, as in Democritus for instance (KRS 552-4), to a: 
weakness in our faculties as such, but to “how things are by nature’. The reason: 
why ‘neither sensations nor opinions tell us truths or falsehoods" (F 4) appears to: 
be grounded in the ‘indifferent, unmeasurable and inarbitrable’ nature of things, 
quite independently of ourselves. Pyrrho on this evidence denies access to truth 
or falsehood as a consequence of a claim that the world itself lacks any, 
determinable character: either there are no facts, or if there are, they are not th 
sorts of things that are even in principle available to cognition. 

Notice that Pyrrho is nor credited with saying that sensations and opinions, 
though they may be true or false, cannot be known as such. He does not alert us, 
as later sceptics do, to the unavailability of an agreed criterion of truth. 
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strategy is quite compatible with, and regularly associated with, the assumption 
that some of our experience, if we did but know it, has a hold on objective reality — 
(cf. 70A; 69D). Pyrrho’s inference from the world’s indeterminability is much 
stronger, denying truth or falsehood to any sensations or opinions. We are to 
take it chat indeterminabilicy really is the nature of things, and that this 
proposition, unlike any other judgement we may make about the world, fails 
outside the exclusion of truth or falsehood (contrast Aenesidemus in 71C 6-8). 
This exclusion chen provides the grounds for the modal statement (F 4) that we 
should not rely on sensations or opinions in characterizing things, but instead use 
utterly non-committal and impartial language about anything: ‘it no more is 
than is not, or it both is and is not, or it neither is nor is not’. Unlike a balance 
which inclines one way or the other, when utilized for weighing items, the 
Pyrrhonist’s attitude, in relation to anything that confronts it, is one of 
‘speechlessness’ or equipoise; and this equipoise constitutes ‘freedom from 
disturbance’ (F 5). 

That every word of this report takes us back to Pyrrho, or even to Timon, can 
scarcely be assumed. It seems, none the less, to be remarkably uncontaminated by 
the centuries of intervening philosophy, and sufficiently different from later 
Pyrrhonism to be taken as the stance of Pyrrho and Timon themselves. On this 
construal Pyrrho's scepticism was not simply the outcome of equally-balanced 
and undecidable disagreements between philosophers {as suggested by 
Aenesidemus, 71A 1), but the response to a metaphysical thesis, concerning the 
nature of things. How he defended such a view, we are not told (but see vol. 2 
nore on F), His mentor Anaxarchus, and the sceptical Cynic Monimus, are both 
said to have likened existing things to ‘stage-painting’, i.e. illusions (D). 
Anaxarchus was one of those fourth-cencury atomists who appear to have 
extended Democritus’ reservations about the cognitive reliability of the senses to 
a general kind of scepticism. The most famous dictum of these later atomists, 
that of Metrodorus who preceded Anaxarchus, anticipates Arcesilaus in its 
inclusion of our own ignorance as something that we do not know (D, cf. 
68A 3). But Metrodorus and, presumably, Anaxarchus were willing to make 
use of atomism as an explanatory hypothesis. Pyrrho, on Timon’s testimony 
(2C), was serenely unconcerned with every form of speculation. 

Through Anaxarchus Pyrrho will also have been acquainted with the 
“freedom from disturbance’ and moderation that were central to Democritean 
ethics; and Anaxarchus himself was renowned for the same qualities (E). Thus 
Pyrrho’s philosophical pedigree, though insufficient to reconstruct his own 
Teasons for the world’s indeterminability, does at least indicate appropriate 
influences on his position and its ethical outcome. (Note Timon’s favourable 
description of Democritus, 3J.) Nor should we exclude the attractive Indian 
sages (A r) from making a salient contribution. Indian thought at this period 
seems to have developed some kind of scepticism about phenomena, which was 
Inked to the desirability of equanimity. 

_ The recommendations of F, covering the attitude appropriate to an 
indeterminable world, can also be described as ‘suspension of judgement’ (A 2, 
G). Timon insists that this does not involve the Pyrthonist in differing from 


Convention in his responses to ‘appearance’ (H 2, cf. A 3, D. Here we seem to 
i 
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glimpse the beginnings of the tendency to turn ‘what appears’ into the practical 
guide for living (see 71A, B, D2, with commentary, for Aenesidemus’ 
specification of this criterion). Timon's agreement that honey appears sweet 
(H 3) registers the Pyrrhonist’s profession that complete indifference to the 
nature of things is quite compatible with having normal sense experiences. Whac 
he suspends judgement about is the ‘non-evident’, as later Pyrrhonists put it 
(Hn. | 

Why going along with appearances should yield tranquillity is a question for 
our next section. As co Pyrrha’s scepticism, the Greek term's connotations of 
critical enquiry, and the madern notion of reasonable doubt, are out'of place. 
Unlike the later Pyrrhonist, who exploits disagreements, pitting one opinion 
against another or advancing his own counter-arguments, Pyrrho himself seems 
to have needed no reassurances that his negative thesis concerning truth and 
cognition will stand its ground, At the same time, he may be thought to have 
acknowledged the need for an effort of will, and reinforcements by reasoning, in 
order to act consistently without commitment to the objective goodness or 
badness of any situation he confronted (cf. C r). 


In assessing the general tendency of his scepticism, the concern with outlawing 
objective values should be noted (A 3, I). We hear nothing about any interest in 
the standard epistemological puzzles debated between Academics and Sroics (cf. 
40), like the problem af discriminating between identical-looking eggs or the 
straight stick that appears bent in water. 

Pyrrho, though publicized by Timon within his own lifetime or soon after, 
founded no school. For Cicero, contemporary with Aenesidemus, he is merely a 
figure from the past (J). By Seneca’s time the Pyrrhonist revival was well under 
way (see 71-2), but apparently not widely known in Rome (see K). 


2 Tranquillity and virtue 
A Aristocles (Eusebius 14.18.17; Timon fr. 782, Caizzi 57, part) 
{Timon says} Truly, no other mortal could rival Pyrrho. 


B Anstocies (Eusebius 14.18.19; Timon fr. 783, Caizzi 58, part) 
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This ts what Timon also says about Pyrrho: ‘Such was the man I saw, ` 
unconceited and unbroken by all the pressures that have subdued the 
famed and unfamed alike, unstable bands of people, weighed down on | 
this side and on that with passions, opinion and futile legislation.’ 


C Diogenes Laertius 9.64 (Timon fr. 822, Caizzi 60) 


Moreover, Pyrrho had many admirers of his unconcernedness, so that 

Timon speaks of him thus in his Pytho and in his Silloi: ‘O old man, O i 
Pyrrho, how and whence did you discover escape from servitude to the j 
opinions and empty theorizing of sophists? How did you unloose the | 
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shackles of every deception and persuasion? You did nat trouble to 
investigate what winds prevail over Greece, from whence all things arise 
and into what they pass.’ 


D Diogenes Laertius 9.65, Sextus Empiricus, Against the professors 11.1, 
1.305 (Timon fr. 841, Caizzi 61A—D, part) i 


[Timon says] This, O Pyrrho, my heart yearns to hear, how on earth you, 
though a man, act most easily and calmly, never taking thought and 
consistently undisturbed, heedless of the whirling motions and sweet 
voice of wisdom? You alone lead the way for men, like the god who 
drives around the whole earth as he revolves, showing the blazing disk of 
his well-rounded sphere. 


E Sextus Empiricus, Against the professors 11.19-20 (Timon fr. 842, 
Caizzi 62) 

In regard to the nature and existence of what is good, bad and indifferent, 
we have quite enough battles with the doctrinaire philosophers. But with 
respect to their appearance we are in the habit of calling each of them 
good or bad or indifferent, just as Timon too seems to indicate in his 
Images, when he says: ‘Come, | will speak a word of truth, as it appears to 
me to be, who have a correct yardstick: the nature of the divine and the 
good always consists in what makes a man’s life most equable.’ 


F Cicero, Academica 2.130 (Caizzi 69A) 


{Speaker: Cicero on behalf of the New Academy] Aristo, after he had 
been a pupil of Zeno, established in practice what Zeno proved in theory 
— that nothing is good except virtue and nothing is bad except what is 
contrary to virtue. On his estimarion, the intermediates contain none of 
those differences of value which Zeno wanted. For Aristo the highest 
good is not to be moved to either side in these things, which he calls 
‘indifference’. Pyrrho, on the other hand, held that a wise man is not even 
aware of them, which is called ‘impassivity’. A 
-G Cicero, On ends 2.43 (Caizzi 69B, part} 


Since Aristo and Pyrrho thought that these [i.e. ‘the primary things in 
accordance with nature’, see 58] were ofno account at all, to the extent of 
Saying that there was utterly no difference between the best of health and 
the gravest illness, arguments against them rightly stopped a long time 
ago. For the effect of their wish to make virtue on its own so all- 
iP embracing was to rob virtue of the capacity to select things, and to grant 
poe nothing either as its source or its foundation; consequently they 
undermined the very virtue which they embraced. 
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H Cicero, On ends 4.43 (Caizzi 69C, part) 


(Speaker: Cicero on behalf of Antiochus] Sc in my opinion all those 
people are mistaken who have said that living honourably is the highest 
good, but some more so than others: Pyrrho above all certainly, since, 
having posited virtue, he leaves nothing at all to seek after. Next 
Aristo... 


I Athenaeus 337A (Timon fr. 845, Catzzi 65} 
Timon quite splendidly said: ‘Desire is absolutely the first of all bad 
things.’ ' 


J Sextus Empiricus, Against the professors 11.164 (Timon fr. 846, Caizzi 
66, part) 
{Timon says of the Pyrrhonist] He will not decline nor will he choose. 


The extent of Timon’s canonization of Pyrrho emerges clearly here (A-E). IFE 
is ‘Pyrrho’s’ answer to ‘Timon's’ question in D, all five passages agree in 
portraying Pyrrho as the unique paradigm and guide of the best human life. 
The main purpose of Timon’s Silloi, ‘lampoons’, was caricature of doctrinaire 
philosophers (see 3), who were represented in part of the poem as fighting each 
other in a Trojan war of words, A, a parody of Odysseus (Iliad 3.223), implies 
that Pyrrho’s astounding tranquillity puts him above and beyond all philosophi- 
cal controversy. His equipoise is then illustrated from a moral viewpoint (B) and 
from the context of scientific speculation (C), while both themes are combined 
in D. 
What sets Pyrrho apart from the general run of people is his utterly consistent 
immunity to opinion on anything whatever. This equipoise (cf. 1F 5) enables 
him to remain quite indifferent to ‘the passions, opinions and futile legislation’ 
that *weigh dawn’ the opinionated masses, whatever their status, and cause them 
to veer hither and thither in response to their unfounded judgements about the 
world (B; cf. 102). Timon's language and thought here reflect Cynic 
moralising, which preached against the ‘trumpery’ of popular Greek morality 
and contemporary institutions. Such attack on the ‘conceit’ of intellectuals was a 
marked feature of Timan’s Sillor; he probably saw a close similarity between the 
Cynic contempt for ‘empty opinion’, and Pyrrho’s refusal to admit any natural 
basis for che values and beliefs characteristic of his day. But neither Pyrrho nor 
Timon can have endorsed the Cynic doctrine that there is a natural life, 
discoverable by reason, What reason discloses to Pyrrho is the absence of any 
reason for saying ‘this rather than that’, Hence the Pyrrhonist, having 
undermined the foundation for all preferences, ‘will not decline nor will he 
choose’ (J). This outcome of his scepticism might also be described as a lifestyle 
so equable thar it is altogether without desire. So it comes as no surprise that ; 
Timon ranked desire, which presupposes strongly held value judgements, as ; 
‘absolutely the first of all bad things’ (1). 
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A critic. however, might press Timon to clarify his grounds for calling 
anything bad (cf. 11); and the same question arises in reference to ‘the nature of 
the divine and the good’ (E), which, on the most plausible reading of a difficult 
text, is said ‘always to consist in what makes a man’s life most equable’. Are 
we to take these as doctrinaire pronouncements, like that of the world’s indeter- 
minabilicty (1F 3), which fall outside the exclusion of truth and falsehood? 
Conceivably Pyrrho thought that the relation between goodness and equability 
was one that transcended the inarbitrability of everything, given the rationality 
of such a disposition for confronting such a world. But it seems better to take E 
and I as descriptions of ‘what appears’ to the Pyrrhonist, in the light of his 
negative characterization of all access to objective discriminations. In E Timon is 
careful to preface the (i.e. ‘Pyrrho’s’?) ‘correct yardstick’ — the identification of 
divine and good with the constituents of equability ~ by reporting ‘a word of 
truth, as if appears to me to be’. The Pyrrhonist is as entitled as anyone else to cell us 
how things appear to him (cf. 1H), and to guide his life accordingly. He is also 
entitled to invite those who accept his indeterminable world to draw from it the 
same practical inferences that he does, and to describe the resulting mental state 
in the conventional language of approval (cf. Sextus Empiricus’ gloss on 
Timon's lines in E). Having arrived ar equipoise, he finds himself giving 
supreme value to everything chat enables him to maintain this state. As for his 
particular actions, he can go along with any conventions that appear to him 
compatible with non-commitment to their truth or value. Equipoise, noc 
opinion or preference, is the yardstick he consistently employs. 


In Cicero (F-H) Pyrrho is credited with a position on ‘virtue’ almost identical to 
that of the deviant Stoic, Aristo. Unlike his master Zeno, Aristo admitted no 
objective differences of value between anything except virtue and vice. In 
particular, he totally rejected the natural 'preferabilicy’ of health to sickness ete. 
(see 58), and specified as his account of the end, total indifference to everything 
intermediate between virtue and vice (58G)}. The general Stoic concept of 
‘indifferent’ was sometimes explained by the ‘no more’ formula beloved by 
early and later Pyrrhonists (cf. 1F 4, G): ‘wealth and health no more do benefit 
than they harm’ (58A 5). There is plainly, then, some overlap with the 
Pyrrhonian scope of indifference, But even Aristo's stricter use of the term 
scarcely justifies assimilation to Pyrrho. For Aristo virtue and vice are 
determinate moral dispositions, based upon the perfection and imperfection of 
reason in its conformity or lack of conformity to nature. Pyrrhonian equability, 
if describable as virtue, derives its subjective value from his scepticism, and not 
trom any theory about human nature and the rational. 

Cicero in fact has nothing to say on Pyrrho’s scepticism, but this does not 
make his evidence completely worthless. It registers the recognition that Pyrrho 
was principally remembered, before the first-century s.c. Pyrrhonist revival, as 
pena nes moralist, If that too is a distortion, it at least has the merit of 
ih g upon the core of Pyrrho’s significance, so far as we can recover this. The 
IMpassivity’ of a Pyrrhonian sage (F), and still more the lifestyle of Pyrrho 
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himself, could serve later Sceptics when they defended the possibility of a life 


without belief (see 71). 

And not just Sceptics. Epicurus, one of Pyrrho’s admirers (1B 2), also 
promises freedom from disturbance (cf. 21B 1; 253), and identifies che ‘empry 
desires’ which originate from ‘empty opinion’ as principal threats to its 
realization (see 24B 1, E 3, G4, W, X). The Stoic sage, like the Pyrrhonist, does 
not opine (cf. 40D 1; 41C1-s5, D2, G), and the passions, from which he is 
totally free, are false opinions or mistaken judgements, on Chrysippus’ analysis 
(65B-—D, K, L). But Stoic and Epicurean checks on unfounded opinion have 
nothing to do with scepticism. Unlike the Pyrrhonist, Epicureans and Stoics 
posit ‘criteria of truth’ which give their wise man cognitive access to the real 
nature of things (see 17; 40). The primacy of epistemology in these philosophies, 
and its foundation in sense-perception, can be viewed as a determined effort to 
reject just such sceptical challenges as the paralysing Pyrrhonian thesis, ‘neither 
our sensations nor our opinions tell us cruchs or falsehoods’ (1F 4). 


3 Timon’s polemics ` mae ae eee 
A Diogenes Laertius 9.111 (Timon fr. 775) . . 


There are three books of the Silloi, in which Timon, adopting the stance 
of a sceptic, insults everyone and spoofs the doctrinaire philosophers in 
the form of parody. The first book has him as the narrator, while the 
second and third are in the style of a dialogue. He appears questioning 
Xenophanes of Colophon about each philosopher, and Xenophanes 
responds to him. In the second book he deals with the older philosophers, 
and in the third with the later ones . . . The first book covers the same 
subjects, except that the poem is a monologue. It begins like this: ‘Tell me 
now, all you busybody sophists.’ 


B Aristocles (Eusebius 14.18.28; Timon fr. 785) 
Human windbags, stuffed with empty conceit. 


C Sextus Empiricus, Against the professors 9.57 (Timon fr. 779) i 


< Foremost of all early > and later sophists, not lacking clarity of speech : 
or vision of versatility, Protagoras. They wanted to make a bonfire ofhis | 
writings, because he wrote down that he did not know and could not | 
observe what any of the gods are like and whether any of them exist, 
completely safeguarding his honesty. 


D Diogenes Laertius 2.107 (Timon fr. 802) 


But I do not care for these wafflers, nor for any other [Socratic], not for 
Phaedo, whoever he was, nor for quarrelsome Eucleides, who implanted 
a frenzied love of contentiousness in the Megarians. f 
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3 Timon’s polemics 
E Diogenes Laertius 4.42 (Timon fr. 808) 


Having spoken thus, he [Arcesilaus] plunged into the crowd of 
bystanders. And they like chaffinches round an owl gawped at him, 
showing up his vanity because he pandered to the mob. There’s nothing 
big in this, you miserable fellow. Why do you give yourself airs like a 
fool? 


F Diogenes Laertius 7.15 (Timon fr. 812) 

And I saw a greedy old Phoenician fisherwoman [i-e. Zeno of Citium] in 
her dark conceit seeking after everything; but her wicker basket, small as 
it was, is gone; and she had less intellect than a string of twaddle. 

G Diogenes Laertius 5.11 (Timon fr. 810) 

Nor [do I care for?] Aristotle’s painful futility. 


H Diogenes Laertius 9.23 (Timon fr. 818) oie i ene 


And I saw mighty Parmenides, high-minded and not prone to common 
opinions, who removed thought-processes from the deception of 
appearance. 


I Diogenes Laertius 9.25 (Timon fr. 819) i 


And I saw Zeno [of Elea], unfailingly powerful with his two-edged 
tongue, who trapped everyone, and Melissus, superior to many illusions 
and vanquished by few. 


J Diogenes Laertius 9.40 (Timon fr. 820} 

Such was Democritus, wise shepherd of discourses, hesitant conversa- 
uonalist, among the first I recognized. 

K Diogenes Laertius 10.2 (Timon fr. 825) 


The latest of the natural philosophers [Epicurus] and the most shameless, 


who came from Samos, the schoolmaster’s son, the least educated of 
creatures, 


J Timon of Phlius was Pyrrho’s leading disciple. His record of his master’s life and 


thought was probably the principal source of the Hellenistic biographers, and 
the literary foundation for the renewal of Pytrhonism initiated by Aenesidemus 
(see 71). From biographical reports (see Diogenes Laernus 9.10915), and the 
evidence of his own writings, Timon, unlike Pyrrho himself, emerges as a 
ing member of the Hellenistic intelligentsia. In Athens, where he spent his 
life, he was acquainted with Lacydes, Arcesilaus’ successor as head of the 
sceptical Academy (see 68C 2). His writings, even in their highly fragmentary 
sate, display detailed knowledge of most leading philosophers, past and present, 
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and the brilliance of his parodies attests to his literary accomplishment. In the 
absence of any books by Pyrrho, Timon gave an account of his way of life, 
theorized about the foundations of Pyrrho’s philosophy, and used satirical verse 
to portray the main Greek philosophical tradition as a complete aberration from 
the enlightenment represented in Pyrrho, 

This last point was the theme of the Silloi (see A), from which B-K preserve 
direct quotations. Their literary form was Homeric parody, a Cynic device. 
Timon seems to have drawn particularly on the early books ot the {liad and book 
1r of the Odyssey, where Odysseus conjures up the shades of his dead 
companions. The [liad provided ample scope for picturing philosophical 
disputes as battles, while the Nekuia (Odyssey 11) was apt for describing 
philosophers of the past. The pretentiousness of philosophers in genera] was 
emphasized (cf. B}, and our selection includes tart comments on Aristotle (G), 
Socratic, especially Megarian, philosophers (D), Arcesilaus (E), the Stoic Zeno 
(F), and Epicurus (K). Thus the emergent scepticism of the Academy was treated 
no more sympathetically than the leaders of the other Hellenistic schools, 
probably because Timon saw little in common berween the Academic practice of 
argument contra every thesis, as the basis for suspension of judgement (sce 68), and 
Pyrrho’s tranquil indifference (but cf. 68E 2). . 


But if no mortal could rival Pyrrho (2A), a few philosophers of the past were 
complimented in the Silfoi for their anticipations of his scepticism. We have 
already commented {in 1) on the Democritean background of Pyrrhonism; 
Timon’s favourable assessment of the Eleacic tradition (H, I} as well as 
Democritus himself (J) accords with the modem belief that atomism developed 
as a constructive rejoinder to Parmenides, who had denied any cognitive content 
to ‘appearances’. Parmenides, in his turn, was traditionally regarded as the 
follower of Xenophanes, the inventor of Siffai, to whom Timon gave a special 
role in his revival of this genre (see A}. Finally, Protagoras’ famous scepticism 
about the gods won him an honourable mention (C). Thus Timon provided 
Pyrrho with a philosophical pedigree which would illuminate his position 
within the mainly doctrinaire tradition. 

Little is known about any contribution by Timon to philosophical debates, 
but cf. vol. 2 on | and m. 
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PHYSICS 
4 The principles of conservation 


A Epicurus, Letter to Herodotus 38-9 


(1) Having grasped these points, we must now observe, concerning the 
non-evident, first of all that nothing comes into being out of what is not. 
For in that case everything would come into being out of everything, 
with no need for seeds. (2) Also, if that which disappears were destroyed 
into what is not, all things would have perished, for lack of that into 
which they dissolved. (3) Moreover, the totality of things was always 
such as it is now, and always will be, (4) since there is nothing into which 
it changes, ($) and since beside the totality there is nothing which could 
pass into it and produce the change. 


P 
ite weai 
A inci 


B Lucretius 1.159-73 


(1) For if things came into being out of nothing, every species would be 
able to be produced our of everything, nothing would need a seed. (2) 
Men, to start with, would be able to spring up out of the sea and scaly fish 
from the land, and birds hatch out of the sky. Cattle and other livestock, 
and every species of wild animal, would be born at random and occupy 
farmland and wilderness alike. Nor would the same fruits stay regularly 
on the same trees, but would change over: all trees would be able to bear 
everything. (3) In a situation where each thing did not have its own 
procreative bodies, how could there bea fixed mother for things? (4) But 
since in fact individual things are created from fixed seeds, each is born 
and emerges into the realm of daylight from a place containing its own 
matter and primary bodies; (5) and the reason why everything cannot 


come into being out of everything is that particular things contain their 
own separate powers. 


C Lucretius 1.22 S-37 


es if time totally destroys the things which it removes through 


ber and consumes all their material, from where does Venus bring 
ving creatures, each after its species, to the daylight of life? Or 
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from where, thereafter, does the creative earth nourish them and make 
them grow by supplying each species with its food? From where do 
internal springs, and rivers flowing from afar, replenish the sea? From 
where does the aether feed the stars? (2) For infinite ime past ought to 
have consumed those things whose body is perishable. (3) But if in that 
expanse of time past there have been bodies out of which this sum of 
things is reconstituted, they are indeed endowed with an imperishable 
nature. (4) Therefore it cannot be that all things are reduced to nothing. 


D Lucretius 1.670—-1 


For if something changes and leaves its Podine that is immediately 
the deach of the thing that it previously was. 


O Epicurus launches his physical theory from the three principles set out in A. 
Their object is to establish the existence of a permanent and unchanging pool of 
constituents for the world. 

The first two principles, that nothing comes into being out of nothing and 

| chat nothing ‘perishes i into nothing, had a long history in Greek thought, starting 
from theirt canonization by Parmenides in the early fifth century, and had been 
fundamental to Democritus’ atomism (cf. 44D~E for a Stoic use of them). The 
- defence of the first (A, B) takes the form of modus tollens (‘if p then q; but not~q; 
therefore not-p'), with the major premise. ‘If things came into being out of 
nothing, everything would come into being out of everything.’ This may 
appear a non sequitur, until it is seen that ‘out of is being used in two different 
senses. The meaning must be ‘If things came into being from a prior state of 
absolute non-existence, they might come into being under any conditions 
whatsoever.’ These conditions are then listed by Lucretius (1.174-214) as place 
_ of generation (see B), time of generation, duration of generation, nutrition, 
. limit of growth, and soil conditions for crops, The main thrust of the argument 
is that to assert generation ex nikilo is to abandon the principle of sufficient reason 
with respect to generation. with unacceptable consequences. (Cf. Parmenides, 
_ KRS 296,9-10, perhaps the only part of Parmenides’ arguments against 
` generation and descruction that Epicurus respects.) 

The second principle (Az, C) is defended on more directly empirical 
grounds: if things perished into nothing, destruction would be, what it is seen 
not to be, an instantaneous and effortless process (Lucretius 1.217-24, cf. 238- 
49), and in the infinity of past time matter would have disappeared altogether 
{see Az, C); besides, the natural cycle of life shows that one thing’s ‘death’ 
contributes to another's growth, and therefore cannot be literal annihilation 
(1.25064). 

In A 4-5 two proofs are offered for the unchanging character of the totality of 

i things (literally ‘the all’; ‘the universe’ is sometimes a convenient translation). 
; The first has usuaily been interpreted, according to the most nacural meaning of 
‘the Greek (as of the English), as denying that there is anything that the universe 
could still become — anything, that is, which it has not already become. But the 
apparent symmetry between the two proofs suggests that ‘into’ should have the 








same sense in A 4asin A 5, where it must bear a literal spatial sense: and Lucretius 
(2.304-8 = ein vol. 2, and 14H 1) presents what seems to be the same argument 
in literal spatial terms throughout. It may be best to understand A 4 in the sense 
‘since there is nothing into which it passes and thus changes’ — a possible Greek 
usaBe birt admittedly a slightly strained one. 

What is the nature and scope of the claim made here? In another context, once 
the nature of the universe has been established, the same argument can be put to 
work by Lucretius to show that the behaviour patterns of atoms never change (e 
in vol. ZJ; and the two conditions of change ruled out in Aq and A 5 can be 
specified as further space for the universe to expand into, and external marter to 
enter it (14H 1). However, at this early stage in Epicurus' exposition the point 
miade must be an entirely general one. It is not, of course, that the universe 
undergoes no internal change of any kind; yet to guess that Epicurus is restricting 
its immutability to this or that aspect, for example to its shape or to the laws chat 
govern its behaviour, might seem gratuitous, The vital clue is provided by the 
immediately following announcement that the totality of things is bodies and 
void (5A). This implies that the aspect of the totality of things currently under 
discussion is what it consists of, and in such a context to call it unchanging must 
simply be to say that, for the reasons given in A 4 and 5, no ingredients can be 
added or subtracted. This is anyhow the natural implication of saying that the 
‘totality’ or ‘sum’ of things is invariable — a meaning which the more stylish 
translation ‘universe’ masks. On this interpretation, A 3—5 in no way prejudges 
the next question, what the totality does in fact consist of. ft merely clears the 


ground by showing that whatever the answer is, it is true for all time. < 


possible source of change in the basic stock of ingredients: one thing might 
become another thing. Epicurus would almost certainly dismiss this as a case of 
the existent perishing into the non-existent: see D, a favourite dictum of 
Lucretius, and compare the words of the fifth-century Eleatic Melissus (KRS 
$37}, ‘If it changes, the existent has perished and the non-existent come into 
being’. [It must be admitted, however, that none of the recorded Epicurean 
arguments for the principle ‘Nothing perishes into nothing’ is valid against 
‘perishing’ in this extended sense. 


5 The basic division 


A Epicurus, Lerter to Herodotus 39-40. 


(x) Moreover, the totality of things is bodies and void. (2) That bodies 
ast 1s universally witnessed by sensation itself, in accordance with 
which it is necessary to judge by reason that which is non-evident, as I 
taid above; (3) and if place, which we call ‘void’, ‘room’, and ‘intangible 
substance’, did not exist, bodies would not have anywhere to be or to 
Move through in the way they are observed to move. (4) Beyond these 


lie. body and void] nothing can even be thought of, either by 
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imagination or by analogy with what is imagined, as completely 
substantial things and not as the things we call accidents and properties of 
these. - 


B Lucretius 1.419-44 


(1) The totality of things, then, in so far as it exists per se, has a nature made 
up out af two things: there are bodies, and void in which these are located 
and through which they move in their various directions. (2) That body 
exists is declared by universal sensation itself, in which our confidence 
must be securely based at the outset; otherwise we shail not have a 
standard against which we can confirm by the mind's reasoning anything 
concerning the non-evident. (3) Then again, if place and room, which 
we call ‘void’, did not exist, bodies would not have anywhere to be 
located, nor anywhere at all to move to in their various directions, as | 
proved to youa little earlier. (4) Beyond these there is nothing which you 
can call distinct from all body and separate trom void, to play the role ofa 
third discovered substance. (5) For whatever will exist will have to be in 
itself something wich extension, whether large or small, so long as it 
exists, {6} If ic has cangibility, however light and faint, it will extend the 
measure of a body and be added to its sum. (7) Whereas if it is intangible, 
and hence unable to prevent anything from moving through it at any 
point, it will undoubtedly be the emptiness which we call void. (8) 
Moreover, whatever exists per se will either act upon something, or itself 
be acted upon by other things, or be such chat things can exist and happen 
in it. (9) Bur nothing that lacks body can act or be acted upon, nor can 
anything except void and emptiness provide place. 


C Aetius 1.20.2 (Usener 271) 


Epicurus says that the difference between void, place and room is one of 
name. 


D Sextus Empiricus, Against the professors 10.2 (Usener 271) 


Theretore one must grasp that, according to Epicurus, of ‘intangible 
substance’, as he calls it, one kind is named ‘void’, another ‘place’, and 
another ‘room’, the names varying according to the different ways of 
looking at it, since the same substance when empty of all body is called 
‘void’, when occupied by a body is named ‘place’, and when bodies roam 
through it becomes ‘room’. But generically it is called ‘intangible 
substance’ in Epicurus’ school, since it lacks resistant touch. 


A follows on directly from 4A in Epicurus’ exposition: now that the zotalityaf 
things has been proved invariable, its constituents can be identified as body and 
od 
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void. Lucretius’ account corresponds to it closely in B 1—4, and in B 5-10 expands 
on it with argument for the exhaustiveness of the body—void dichotomy. 


argument of Zeno ofElea’s (KRS 316} tharsomething sizeless couldnotexist since 
when it was added to something else nothing would be added to that ching. 
From this premise Epicurus proceeds to a dilemma: either this extended thing is 
tangible or it is intangible. If it is tangible (B 6), it will, when added onto a 
quantity of body, increase it (this further exploits the argument of Zeno of Elea 
mentioned above). The implicit conclusion is that the thing in question must 
then itself be body, and this follows provided we assume a further premise, that 
if a quantity of body is increased by addition that which has been added to it is 
itself body. The argument continues: if, on the other hand, rhe extended thing in 
question is intangible (B 7), being unable to resist moving bodies it will allow 
them to pass through — precisely the function of void. 

In this way body and void are turned into express contradictories by appeal to 
their contradictory definitional actributes, tangibility and intangibility respec- 
tively (cf. 7A 3). The second argument B 8-9 (cf. 14A 7) is perhaps less successful 
because it appeals tō an alternative pair of defining attributes — the power to 
interact and the power to house things which interact — which are not in 
themselves contradictories. Although Epicurus is clearly committed to the 
mutual exchusiveness of body and void, it is widely held that he compromises his 
position by failing to distinguish void from place.i.e. unoccupied space from 
space occupied by body. The charge rests on what appears to be good evidence, 
for example A 3, Br and 3 and 10A 5. Nor can he be defended simply by the 


observation of some scholars that, since atoms are in constant motion through ~. 
ms are in constant mou . 


space and it is only on the macroscopic level that things seem stationary, there is 
strictly speaking no occupied space (see 11}. The laws of atomic motion cannot 
be assumed at this early stage, since they themselves follow from the proof of the 
existence of void; and besides, the language of A 3 makes it plain that Epicurus is 
including occupied as well as empty space, and that the occupants he has in mind, 
ate phenomenal bodies, not atoms. 

But if Epicurus conflaces che notions of void and place, what mistake is 
involved? Partly, it may be thought, that occupied space can hardly be regarded 
as a second constituent of the universe on a par with the bodies which occupy it, 
whereas the void intervals between these bodies clearly can be; partly tao chat his 
task of proving the existence of void, which his opponents denied (see 6), cannot 
be equated with that of proving the existence of occupied place, which was 
uncontroversial. 

However, there is no simple oversight here, but a doctrine carefully evolved 
to cope with conceptual difficulties already raised by Anstotle (for Epicurus” use 
of Aristotle, Physics 1¥ in evolving his void doctrine, cf. 11) and still keptin play 

sceptics in the Hellenistic age. In arguing against the existence of void in 
oe x Rabel and observes that void is thought of by its proponents as a place 
i metimes empty and sometimes filled, so that ‘void’, ‘plenum’ and 
k 
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‘place’ are all names for one and the same thing, though under different 
definitions (I1v.6 = e in vol. 2). He later argues that since a cube entering void 
could not displace it, the void must remain and become coextensive with it; and 
he brings out some of the conceptual difficulties which this would raise (Iv.8 = f 
in vol. 2). 

Epicurus’ problem, then, is to explain what happens to void when it is 
approached by body. He was familiar with Plato's law that anything which is 
approached by its own opposite must either withdraw or perish (Plato, Phaedo 
road f; the same principle is invoked by Lucretius 1.760-72), but neither 
alternative proved very palatable in the case of void. [t cannot withdraw because 
it lacks the power, characteristic of body, to act or be acted upon (cf. B 9, 14A 7). 
Nor can it perish, since thar would violate the principles of conservation (4), It 
must therefore remain; and the paradox raised by Anstocle has somehow to be 
disarmed. This is done, as D clearly demonstrates, by inventing the name 
‘intangible substance’ (literally ‘intangible nacure') for space in the broadest 
sense, whether occupied or not, and explaining ‘void’, ‘place’ and ‘room’ as 
being merely the terms by which we actually refer to it in specific contexts: 
‘void’ when it is unoccupied, ‘place’ when it is occupied, and ‘room when 
hodies move through it (this last definition is backed up by an etymological 
association of chora, ‘room’, wich chorein, ‘go’, here translated ‘roam’). All three 
are extended yet intangible, and thus qualify as ‘intangible substance’, the true 
contradictory of ‘tangible’ body. When bodies pass into it or out of it, it remains 
unaffected in all but name (cf. C). In A 3 Epicurus seems to announce that he will 
use its various names indifferently, probably in order co emphasize that the 
difference between them is one of context, not of essence. True to his word, he 
does elsewhere fluctuate in his usage between ‘void’ (e.g. 10A), ‘place’ (On nature 
34.14.9) and ‘intangible substance’ (18C 2) without apparent distinction, 
although ‘void’ gets most emphasis. 

We can now see that Epicurus is wise not to single our void in the strict sense of 
unoccupied space as the second permanent constituent of the world alongside 
body; for unoccupied space is not permanent, but can tum into occupied space at 
any ume. By choosing instead space in the broadest sense — a notion which he is, 
arguably, the first ancient thinker to isolate ~ he ensures the permanence of his 
second element. By his range of alternative names for it he stresses that at least 
+ some of it is occupied and at least some unoccupied; and his proofs ofits existence 
(A3, B3) confirm that this is so. 

This teaves his account with a paradox of its own: although body and space are 
in some way mutually exclusive substances, some parts of space are occupied by 
body. Body and space are not, then, coordinate ingredients — the bricks and 
mortar of the universe, as it were. Epicurus is careful, for example, never to call 
space an element (cf. 18C 2). It provides bodies with Jocation, with the gaps 
between them, and with room to move, but it cannot itself be part of a 
compound object. The opening assertion of A 1 means only that body and space 
are the only two orders of reality required to account for the univérse. All other 
catididates — properties, time, facts ete. ~can be written off as parasitic properties 
of body (see 7A). Space alone cannot, because it exists even where body does 
not. 
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Many of che concepts and principles underlying this discussion recur in the Stoic 
treatments of body (45) and place (49). 


6 Proof of the existence of void 


A Lucretius 1.334-90 


{1) So there exists intangible place, void and emptiness. Otherwise there 
would be no way in which things could move. For that which is the 
function of body, to hinder and block, would be there to affect 
everything at all times; so that nothing would be able to move forward, 
since nothing would start the process of giving way. But as it is, we see 
before our eyes many things moving in many different ways, through 
seas, lands and the lofty skies. If void did not exist, these things would not 
just be deprived of their restless motion: they would never have come 
into being at all, since matter would everywhere be jammed solid and at 
rest. (2) Besides, however solid things may be thought to be, you can see 
that their bodies are porous from the following facts. In rocks and caves 
the liquid moisture of water seeps through and everything weeps with an 
abundance of drops. Food spreads itself throughout animals’ bodies. 
Trees grow and in season pour forth their fruits because their food 
spreads throughout them from the tips of their roots up, through their 
trunks and through ali their branches. Voices permeate walls and fly 
across between closed houses. Brittle cold penetrates to the bones. There 
is no way in which you could see this happen without the existence of 
voids for the individual bodies to pass through. (3) Next. why do we see 
some things exceed others in weight without being larger than them? For 
if there is as much body in a ball of wool as there is in lead, they ought to 
weigh the same, since the function of body is to push everything down, 
while the nature of void on the contrary remains weightless. Jt naturally 
follows that what is equally large but seems lighter reveals that it contains 
more void, while by contrast what is heavier announces itself as 
containing more body and much less void. Naturally, then, the thing we 
call void, which we are seeking with keen reasoning, is mingled with 
things. (4) On this topic, I am compelled to forestall a fiction of some 
people, in case it leads you away from the truth. These people say that the 
waters give way to the pressure of scaly fish and open liquid paths because 
the fish leave places behind them into which the waters which give way 
can flow; and that this is also how other things can move in relation co 
each other and change place, even though everything is full. You can see 
that the theory in its entirety has been accepted on false reasoning. For 
which way, after all, will the scaly fish be able to move forward unless the 
waters have provided space for them? And which way, moreover, will 
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the waters be able to retreat, when the fish will be unable to move? 
Therefore either we must deny mation to all bodies, or we must say that 
void is mingled with things and provides each thing with the beginning 
of motion, (5) Finally, if two broad bodies, which have come together, 
quickly spring apart, it is of course necessary that air come to occupy all 
the void created between them. Now however fast the currents with 
which the air converges from all sides, it will still be impossible for the 
entire space to be filled at one and the same time. For it must occupy each 
successive place before che whole space is occupied. 


Ac least one of the following must be false: (a) Some things move; (b) nothing 
can move without void; (c) void does not exist. The fifth-cenrury Eleatic 
philosophers, who originated this debate, rejected (a). The majority of Greek 
philosophers, from Empedocles on, rejected (b), defending instead the theory of 
antiperistasis, or ‘reciprocal replacement’, which Lucretius outlines and con- 
demns in A 4. The atomists are almost the only ancient thinkers known to have 
retained both (a) and (b) and denied (c), as Lucretius explicitly does in A x, and 
Epicurus in 5A 3 above. The existence of void is established before the atomic 
nature of body (see 8) — necessarily since the body-void dualism is a premise in 
the proof of atomism (8B 1-2). [f the order could have been reversed, A g's 
unsatisfactory disproof ot antiperistasis might have looked less vulnerable, since 
that theory tended to rely on the assumption that matter was infinitely divisible 
and hence totally flexible. A world of atoms without void would indeed be rigid 
to the point of immobility. 

The supplementary empirical proofs in A 2-3, based on the phenamena of 
permeation and relative weight, might also look more convincing if atomism 
were already assumed; since withour chat assumption permeation could be 
attributed to the total imtertusion of substances, and relative weight co the 
interactive powers of the four elements (both Stoic views, see 47-9). 

Epicurus (5A 3} and Lucretius seem to regard the dependence of motion on 
void as conceptually indubitable. (A later Epicurean attempr, reflected in 18G 5, 
to give it a direct empirical basis suffers from the weakness that the ‘empty’ 
spaces which permit motion at the phenomenal level are not ‘void’ in the 
technical sense at all.) 

A 5 is misleadingly presented by Lucretius as an argument coordinate with 
A I~3. In fact it is best read as a proof, not of the regular admixture of void in 
compound bodies, but of the possibility of the existence of void, in refutation of 
those from Melissus onward who had argued that void was a logically 
incoherent notion. As such, it is a brilliant success. 

For further relevant texes, sce 5B 3; 18A 3-4, F3. 


7 Secondary attributes 


A Lucretius 1.445-82 

(1) Therefore no third substance beside void and bodies can be left in the 
sum of things, neither one that could fall under our senses at any time not 
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one that anyone could grasp by the mind's reasoning. (2) For all things 
which are spoken of you will find to be either fixed attributes of these 
two or accidents of them. (3) A fixed attribute is that which can at no 
point be separated and removed without fatal destruction resulting — as 
weight is to stones, heat to fire, liquidity to water, tangrbility to all 
bodies, and intangibility to void. (4) By contrast slavery, poverty, 
wealth, freedom, war, peace, and all the other things whose arrival and 
departure a thing's nature survives intact, these it is our practice to call, 
quite properly, accidents. (5) Time, likewise, does not exist per se: it is 
from things themselves that our perception arises of what has happened 
in the past, what is present, and further what is to follow it next. It shouid 
not be conceded that anyone perceives time per se in separation from 
things’ motion and quiet rest. (6) Moreover, when people say that the 
rape of Helen and the defeat in war of the Troyan tribes are facts, we must 
be careful that they do not force us into an admission that these things 
exist per se on the ground that the generations of men of whom they were 
accidents have by now been taken away by the irrevocable passage of 
time. For all past facts can be called accidents, either of the world or of 
actual places. And besides, if there had been no matter for things, and no 
place and space, in which all events occur, never would that fame 
kindled deep in Paris’ Phrygian heart and fanned with love through 
Helen’s beauty have ignited the shining bartles of savage war, nor would 
that wooden horse by giving birth to its Grecian offspring at dead of 
night have set fire ro the citadel undetected by the Trojans, Thus you can 
see that it is fundamental co all historical facts not to exist per se like body, 
and not to be or to be spoken of in the way in which void exists, but 
rather in such a way thac you can properly call them accidents of body 
and of the place in which all events occur. 


B Epicurus, Letter to Herodotus 68-73 


(1) Now as for the shapes, colours, sizes, weights, and other things 
predicated of a body as permanent attributes — belonging either to all 
bodies or to those which are visible, and knowabie in themselves through 
sensation — we must not hold that they are per se substances: that is 
inconceivable. Nor, at all, that they are non-existent, Nor that they are 
some distinct incorporeal things accruing to the body. Nor that they are 
Parts of it, but that the whole body cannot have its own permanent 
nature consisting entirely of the sum total of them, in an amalgamation 
like that when a larger aggregate is composed directly of particles, either 
Lia ones or magnitudes smaller than such-and-such a whole, but 
cae is only in the way I am describing that it has its own permanent 
dea consisting of the sum total of them. (2) And these things have all 

own individual ways of being focused on and distinguished, yee 
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with the whole complex accompanying them and at no point separated 
from them, but with the body receiving its predication according to the 
complex conception. (3) Now there often also accidentally befall bodies, 
and impermanently accompany them, things which will neither exist at 
the invisible level nor be incorporeal. Therefore by using the name in 
accordance with its general meaning we make ic clear that ‘accidents’ 
have neither the nature of the whole which we grasp collectively 
through its complex [of attributes] and call ‘body’, nor that of the 
permanent concomitants without which body cannot be thought of. (4) 
They can get their individual names through certam ways of being 
focused on, in concomitance with the complex, but just whenever they 
are each seen to become attributes of it, accidents being impermanent 
concomitants. (5) And we should not banish this selfevident thing from 
the existent, just because it does not have the nature of the whole of which 
it becomes an attribute — ‘body’, as we also call it — nor that of the 
permanent concomitants. Nor should we think of them as per se entities: 
that is inconceivable too, for either these or the permanent attributes. But 
we should think ofall the accidents of bodies as just what they seem to be, 
and not as permanent concomitants or as having the status of a per se 
nature either. They are viewed in just the way that sensation itself 
individualizes them. (6) Now another thing that it is important to 
appreciate forcefully is this. We should not inquire into time in the same 
way as other things, which we inquire into in an object by referring them 
to familiar preconceptions. But the self-evident thing in virtue af which 
we articulate the words ‘long time’ and ‘short time’, conferring a 
uniform cycle on it, must itself be grasped by analogy. And we should 
neither adopt alternative terminology for it as being better — we should 
use that which is current — nor predicate anything else of it as having the 
same essence as this peculiar ching — for this too is done by some — but we 
must merely work out empirically what we associate this peculiarity 
with and tend to measure it against. After ali, it requires no additional 
proof but merely empirical reasoning, to see that with days, nights, and 
fractions thereof, and likewise with the presence and absence of feelings, 
and with motions and rests, we associate a certain peculiar accident, and 
that it is, conversely, as belonging to these things that we conceive that 
entity itself, in virtue of which we use the word ‘time’. 


C Sextus Empiricus, Against the professors 10.219-27 


(1) Epicurus, as Demetrius of Laconia interprets him, says that time is an 
accident of accidents, one which accompanies days, nights, hours, the 
presence and absence of feelings, motions and rests. For all of these are 
accidents belonging to things as their attributes, and since time 
accompanies them all ic would be reasonable to call it an accident of 
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accidents. (2) For — to start at a slightly earlier point so as to make the 
account intelligible — it is a universal principle that of things that exist 
some are per se while others are viewed as belonging to per se things. 
What exist per se are things like the substances, namely body and void, 
while what are viewed as belonging to per se things are what they cail 
‘attributes’. (3) Of these attributes some are inseparable from the things 
of which they are attributes, others are of a kind to be separated from 
them. Inseparable from the things of which they are attributes are, for 
example, resistance from body and non-resistance from void. For body is 
inconceivable without resistance, and so is void without non-resistance: 
these are permanent attributes of each — resisting of the one, yielding of 
the other. (4) Not inseparable from the things of which they are 
attributes are, for example, motion and rest. For compound bodies are 
neither always in ceaseless motion nor always at rest, but sometimes have 
the attribute of motion, sometimes that of rest (although the atom in 
itself is in everlasting motion, since it must approach either void or body 
and if it shouid approach void it moves through it because of its non- 
resistance, while if it should approach body it ricochets and moves away 
from it because of its resistance). (5) Hence the things which time 
accompanies are accidents ~ | mean day, night, hour, presence and 
absence of feelings, motions and rests. For day and night are accidents of 
the surrounding air: day becomes its attribute because of its illumination 
from the sun, while night supervenes because of its deprivation of 
illumination from the sun. And the hour, being a part either of day or of 
night, is also an accident of the air just as day and night are. And co- 
extensive with every day, night and hour is time. That is why a day ora 
night is called long or short: we pass through the time which is an 
attribute of it. As for presence and absence of feelings, these are either 
pains or pleasures, and hence they are not substances, but accidents of 
those who feel pleasant or painful — and not timeless accidents. In 
addition, motion and likewise rest are also, as we have already 
established, accidents of bodies and not timeless: for the speed and 


slowness of motion, and likewise the greater and smaller amount of rest. 
we measure with time. 


D Polystratus, On irrational contempt 23.26-26.23 


(1) Or do you think, on the basis of the foregoing argument, that 
meone would not suffer the troubles which I mention but rather 
would make it convincing that fair, foul and all other matters of belief are 
falsely believed in, just because unlike gold and similar things they are not 

© same everywhere? (2) After all, it must stare everybody in the face 
mat bigger and smaller are also not perceived the same everywhere and 
& relation to all magnitudes... So too with heavier and lighter. And the 
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same applies also to other powers, without exception. For neither are the 
same things healthy for everybody, nor nourishing or fatal, nor the 
opposites of these, but the very same things are healthy and nourishing 
for some yet have the opposite effect on others. (3) Therefore either they 
must say that these too are false — things whose effects are plain for 
everyone to see — of else they must refuse to brazen it out and to battle 
against what is evident, and not abolish fair and foul as falsely believed in 
either, just because unlike stone and gold they are not the same for 
everybody ... (4) Relative predicates do not have the same status as 
things said not relatively but in accordance with something’s own 
nature. Nor does the one kind truly exist but not the other. So co expect 
them to have the same attributes, or the one kind to exist but not the 
other, is naive. And there is no difference between starting from these 
and eliminating those and starting from those and eliminating these: it 
would be similarly naive to think that since the bigger and heavier and 
sweeter are bigger than one thing buc smaller than another, and heavier, 
and likewise with the other attributes, and since nothing has the same one 
of these attributes per se as it has in relation to something else, in the same 
way stone, gold and the like ought also, if they truly existed, to be gold in 
relation to one person while having the opposite nature in relation to 
another; and to say that, since that is not the case, these things are falsely 
beheved in and do not really exist. 


A follows immediately on 5B, and has the object of dismisstng any candidates 
for per se existence beyond body and space. Permanent attributes, accidents, 
time, and facts about the past are all therefore argued to be parasitic on body and 
space. In B the origina] context and emphasis are different: Epicurus is ar pains to 
say in just what way the first three of these do exist: and the passage comes after, 
and presupposes, his accounts of the atomic structure of body and the difference 
between primary and secondary qualities (12 below). C is in effect a com- 
mentary on B, by the first-century s.c. Epicurean Demetzius of Laconia. 

(There has been much confusion over the term ‘attributes’, sumbebekota. 
These are usually taken, on Lucretius’ evidence, to be only permanent attributes. 
But in C Demetrius, an expert in Epicurean textual exegesis, makes it quite clear 
thar ‘attributes’ are the genus of which ‘accidents’ and ‘permanent attributes’, or 
“permanent concomitants’, are the species; and Epicurus’ own usage in B seems 
fully consistent with this. Therefore, unless Lucretius has misunderstood his 
Greek source, his coniuncta, translated here as ‘fixed attributes in A 2-3, must be 
his rendering of what Epicurus calls ‘permanent attributes’.) 

Ata basic level of analysis, the permanent attributes of a body are tangibilicy, 
shape. size and weight, these being essential to it qua body (compare che Srote 
analysis, 45). At the macroscopic level, they can include secondary qualities hike 
its temperature or colour, in so far as these are essential ro it under some 


phenomenal aspect (A 3, B 1), Heat is essential ro fire, for example, and colour to" 


visible body ~ although neither of these is an attribuce of the underlying atoms 


themselves (see 12}. A body is, ina way, just a ‘complex’ of permanent arrrjbutes. 
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This means not that they are its material constituents (B1), but that the 
characterization of what it is is determined by the sum of its permanent attributes 
—in other words, they are its conceptual parts (B 2, cf. B 3). A body is a complex of 
tangibility, weight, size and shape; a man is a complex of (presumably, cf. 19F) 
animal, rational, mertal, etc. 

Accidents, non-essential attributes (A 4), exist only at the phenomenal level, 
nott the aromit level (B 3), and are intrinsically observer-dependent (B 4-5). 
Democritus had for these reasons denied their reality (KRS 549), and part of 
Epicurus’ purpose in B 5 is no doubt to resist that conclusion: see also 12 and 16. 
An argument for this is supplied by the third-century B.c. Epicurean Polystratus 
(D}, who subsumes observer-dependent attributes under the broader heading 
‘relative’ (D 2-3), chen shows excellent reasons why the relative, albeit diferent 
in status from the per se, is not in consequence any less real (D 3—4). Indeed, sucha 
degree of reality does Epicurus assign to one class of accidents, mental states, that 
he even seems to grant them their own independent causal efficacy: see 20. All 
the more reason to stress, as he does in B§, that they are not separable per se 
entities. 

Time is a special case (A 5, Bó, C1 and 5), being discernibie not in bodies 
themselves but in certain of bodies’ accidents, typically motion and rest. 
Paradoxically, ic is something self-evident, yet can only be understood by 
‘analogical reasoning’ — first drawing directly on experience to collect an 
appropriate set of accidents. then abstracting time as the common measure of 
them all (B 6). Since it depends for its existence on the bodies whose motion etc, 
it measures, it certainly cannot exist per se. Demetrius’ attempt (C 1 and 5) to 
extract from B5 the precise metaphysical status of time clearly relies on 
Epicurus’ description of time as ‘a certain peculiar accident’ associated with days, 
motions, etc, (viz. their respective durations), plus the status of days, mations 
etc. as themselves accidents of body. 

In A6 Lucretius is apparently replying co the following challenge. whose 
source is unknown. Everything that exists is, according to the Epicureans, either 
a per se entity or an attribute of a per se entity. Now facts about the past certainly 
exist: it is, after all, a fact that the Greeks conquered the Trojans. Bur they can 
hardly exist as attributes of per se entities, since the per se entities in question — 
Agamemnon, Helen etc. — themselves no longer exist. It follows that facts about 
the past must themselves exist as per se entities, This conclusion need not be read 
as somebody's own philosophical doctrine. Rather, it is an anti-Epicurean 
consequence drawn from Epicurean premises for dialectical purposes, and to 
which the Epicureans owe a reply, That reply is that there is still something in 
existence per se for such facts to be attributes of, namely the places in which they 


occurred, and, more specifically, the bady and space that once constituted Paris, 
Helen, Troy etc. 


8 Atoms = 


A Epicurus, Lerter ro Herodotus 40-1 


(1) Moreover, of bodies some are compounds, others the constituents of 
s compounds. (2) The latter must be atomic (literally ‘uncuttable’] 
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and unalterable — if all things are not going to be destroyed into the non- 
existent but be strong enough to survive the dissolution of the 
compounds — full in nature, and incapable of dissolution at any point or 
in any way. The primary entities, chen, must be atomic kinds of bodies. 


B Lucretius 1.503-98 (with omissions) 


(1) First, since we have found a vast difference between the twin natures 
of the two things — body, and the place in which everything happens — 
each must in itself be absolute and unmixed. For wherever there is the 
empty space which we call void, there no body exists, while wherever 
body is in occupation, there the emptiness of void is cotally absent. 
Therefore the first bodies are solid and without void . . . (2) These can 
neither be dissolved when struck by external blows, nor be dismantled 
through internal penetration, nor succumb to any other kind of attack, as 

I proved to you a little earlier. For we see that without void nothing can 
either be crushed, broken or cut in two, or admit moisture, permeating 
cold or penetrating fire. These cause the destruction of all chings, and the 
more void each thing contains the more it succumbs to internal attack 
from them. So if the first bodies are solid and without void, as I have 
taught, they must necessarily be everlasting. (3) Besides, if macter had not 
been everlasting, everything would before now have been totally 
annihilated, and all the things which we see would have been regenerated 
from nothing. But since ] have taught earlier [4B-C] that nothing can be 
created from nothing and that what has been generated cannot be 
reduced to nothing, there must be principles with imperishable body, 
into which everything can be dissolved when its final hour comes, so as to 
ensure a supply of matter for the renewal of things. The principles, then, 
are solid and uncompounded, and in no other way could they have 
survived the ages from infinite time past to keep things renewed . . . (4) 
Furthermore, since things have a limit placed on their growth and 
lifespan according to their species, and since what each can and cannotdo i 
is decreed through the laws of nature, and nothing changes but i 
everything is so constant thar all the varieties of bird display from 
generation to generation on their bodies the markings of their own ] 
species, they naturally must also havea body of unalterable matter. For if 
the principles of things could in any way succumb and be altered, it i 
would now also be uncertain what can and what cannot arise, and how 
each thing has its power limited and its deep-set boundary stone, nor 
could such a long succession of generations in each species replicate the 
nature, habits, lifestyle and movements of their parents. 


The existence of atoms, i.e. of physically indivisible particles of matter, 
follows ftom (B 1) the mutual exclusiveness of body and void, plus (B 2) the 
dependence of a body’s divisibiliry on void gaps within it. Note that Bz i$ 


38 - 





9 Minimal parts 


misleadingly worded by Lucretius. At first he makes it appear that body and 
piace are mutually exclusive, which they are not in the required sense, since all 
body is coextensive with place (5 above). But as he goes on he corrects the 
picture, relying on the proper premise that body and empty space, or void, 
cannot be coextensive. 

How do B1 and B2 jointly yield atomism? The point is that whatever the 
degree of admixture of body and void ic can never amount tọ total 
interpenetration. Hence a process of division must evencually arrive at portions 
of body containing no void. (Ifan opponent were to ask if this division process 
might not instead continue for ever without result, Epicurus might have to fall 
back on his theory of minima — see 9 below.) 

The existence of atoms is required (A 2, B 3—4) (a) so that body should not be 
fragmented to infinity and so annihilated beyond recail, in contravention of the 
second principle of conservation (4), and (b) so chat there can be something 
enduring at the microscopic level to correspond to and explain the marked 
teguiarities of nature at the macroscopic level. For (b), cf. Newton, Opticks, 260: 
‘While che particles continue entire. they may compose bodies of one and the 
same nature and texture in all ages; bus should they wear away or break in pieces, 
the nature of things depending on them would be changed.’ 


9 Minimal parts 
A Epicurus, Letter to Herodotus 56-9 


(1) Furthermore, we must not consider that the finite body contains an 
infinite number of bits, nor bits with no [lower] limit to size. (2) 
Therefore not only must we deny cutting into smaller and smaller parts to 
infinity, so that we do not make everything weak and be compelled by 
our conceptions of complex entities to grind away existing things and 
waste them away into non-existence, (3) but also we must not consider 
that in finite bodies there is traversal to infinity, not even through smaller 
and smaller parts. (4) For, first, it is impossible to conceive how [there 
could be traversal], once someone says that something contains an 
infinite number of bits or bits with no [lower] limit to size. (5) Second, 
how could this magnitude still be finite? For obviously these infinitely 
many bits are themselves of some size, and however small they may be 
the magnitude consisting of them would also be infinite. (6) And third, 
since the finite body has an extremity which is distinguishable, even ifnot 
imaginable as existing per se, one must inevitably think of what is in 
quence to it as being of the same kind, and by thus proceeding forward 
in sequence it must be possible, to that extent, to reach infinity in 
thought, 

(7) As for the minimum in sensation, we must grasp that it is neither of 
the same kind as that which admits of traversal, nor entirely unlike it; but 
that while having a certain resemblance to traversable things it has no 
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distinction of parts. Whenever because of the closeness of the resem- 
blance we think we are going to make a distincrion in it— one part on this 
side, the other on thar — it must be the same magnitude that confronts us. 
(8) We view these minima in sequence, starting from the first, neither all 
in the same place nor touching parts with parts, but merely in their own 
peculiar way providing the measure of magnitudes — more for a larger 
magnitude, fewer for a smaller one. 

(9} This analogy, we must consider, is followed also by the minimum 
in the atom: in its smallness, obviously, it differs from the one viewed 
through sensation, but it follows the same analogy. For even the claim 
that the atom has size is one which we made in accordance with the 
analogy of things before our eyes, merely projecting something small 
onto a large scale. (10) We must also think of che minimum 
uncompounded limits as providing out of themselves in the first instance 
the measure of lengths for both greater and smaller magnitudes, using 
our reason to view that which is invisible. (11) For the resemblance 
which they bear to changeable things is sufficient to establish this much; 
(12) but a process of composition out of minima with their own 
movement is an impossibility. 


B Lucretius 1.746-52 


(1) [Proponents of the four-element theory are mistaken] secondly in 
that they place absolutely no limit on che cutting up of bodies and no end 
to their fragmentation, (2) and no minimum in things, even though we 
see chat final extremity of each thing which to our senses seems to be a 
minimum — from which you can guess that the extremity which invisible 
things possess is the smallest thing in them. 


C Lucretius 1.599-634 


(1) Then again, seeing that there is always a final extremity of that body 
which is below the threshold of our senses, it is presumably partless and of 
a minimal nature, and never was or could be separated by itself, since its 
very existence is as a part of something else: it is one part, the first, and is 
followed by similar parts in sequence, one after another, filling out the 
nature of the body in dense formation. Since these cannot exist by 
themselves, they must stick together inextricably. (2) Therefore the 
primary particles are solid and uncompounded, being tightly packed 
congiomerations of minimai parts, not composed by assembling these 
but rather gaining their strength through being everlastingly 
uncompounded. Nature is still preventing anything from being prised 
away or subtracted from them, but preserves them as seeds for things- (3) 
Besides, unless there is going to be a minimum, the smallest bodies will 
consist of infinitely many parts, since half of a half will always havea h 


40 


9 Minimal parts 


and there will be nothing to halt the division. In that case, what is the 
difference between the universe and the smallest ching? None. For 
however utterly infinite the whole universe is, the smallest things will 
nevertheless consist equally of infinitely many parts. Since true reasoning 
protests against this and denies that che mind can believe it, you must give 
in and concede the existence of those things which possess no parts and 
are of a minimai nature. Since these exist, you must admit that chose 
things too [the atoms} are solid and everlasting. {4} Finaily, if nature the 
creator of things were in the habit of forcing everything to be resolved 
into its minimal parts, she would by now be unable to renew anything 
out of them, because things which are not swollen by any parts cannot 
possess the properties required in generative matter — the variety of 
connexions, weights, blows, conjunctions and motions which are 
responsible for everything chat happens. 


C A isthe principal text on Epicurus’ doctrine of minimal units of magnitude, with 


a brief echo in B. C belongs to Lucretius’ arguments for the existence of atoms 
(immediately following 8B): his use of the theory of minima for this end is 
methodologically questionable, but the passage stil] provides valuable evidence 
about the theory itself. 

The gen onginated at least partly as an answer to 
certain of Zeno of Elea’s paradoxes, which drew absurd consequences trom the 
supposition that a finite magnitude contains an infinite number of parts: the 
whole magnitude, being the sum of an infinity of parts, must be infinitely large; 
and motion over any finite distance is impossible because it requires traversing 
separately each of its infinity of component distances (KRS 316, 318). Although 
Leucippus and Democritus almost certainly intended their atomism as a 


rejection of Zenos infinite divisibility premise, it is doubtful whether their * 


atoms were indivisible in anything more than a physical sense. Since the atoms 
varied in shape and size, they can hardly have been considered ‘theoretically’ 
indivisible, or partless. They were simply too solid to break into their parts. This 


way of answering Zeno can still find sympathy today among those who feel that ° 


the Zenonian division process becomes futile ofice magnitudes smaller than one 
electron are reached; bur it invites the retort that such particles, even if physically 
indivisible, still contain an infinity of smaller magnitudes, and hence are 


theoretically or conceptually divisible into them. Even Aristotle, for all his astute |. 


criticisms of the atomists, is little clearer on this distinction, and it is probably 
Epicurus’ arguments in A 1-6 that provide the first clear recognition of it 
(echoed in B). 

l Atoms, literally ‘uncuttabies’, are physically indivisible, and ‘cutting’ to 
inhinity is to be denied for reasons connected with the conservation of matter: so 
Epicurus says at A 2, directly recapitulating his earlier argument of 8A. Butnow 
he adds a new principle. A finite magnitude does not even contain infinitely 
many parts (A 1). The kind of divisibiliry now being denied is not ‘cutting’ to 
mhnity, asin A 2, but ‘traversal’ to infinity (A 3): ina finite magnitude one could 
AOL even traverse an infinite series of smaller constituent magnitudes, This is 
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subsequently taken to mean that there is an absolute minimal unit of magnitude, 
‘the minimum in the atom’ (Ag). All larger magnitudes, including atoms 
themselves, consist of a finite number of these minima. 

The Zenonian nature of the arguments for their existence is plain. If a 
magnitude concained an infinite number of parts, first, traversal would become 
impossible (A 4), and second, the magnitude would be infinitely large (A 5). 


These appear to be the two Zenonian arguments mentioned above. Third, by | 


thinking your way along the magnitude you would, impossibly, ‘reach infinity 
in thought’ (A 6) — complete an infinite series of mental operations, count ta 
infinity. This is a reading of Zeno’s dichotomy argument against motion which, 


whether or not historically accurate, was current in Epicurus’ day (see the . 


pseudo-Aristotelian treatise On indivisible lines 968a18 ff.). A fourth argument in 
the same vein ts preserved at € 3: on the assumption of infinite divisibility, size 
could not be a function of the number of parts (a consequence readily accepted 
by the Stoics, see 50C 2-3). 

A 7—8 exploits an analogy between the real minimum and the smallest 
sensible magnitude. Lucretius (B 2) uses this analogy as an independent proof of 
the existence of real minima, but this does not appear to be Epicurus own 
intention in A. The wording at the opening of AQ suggests rather that the 
existence of minima has already been proved at A 1—6, and in A 9-11 the job of 
the analogy is clearly co explain their nature and how they function 
mathematically within larger magnitudes. This reading makes the best sense of 
Epicurus’ methodological comparison in Ag of the use of analogy in 
establishing that atoms have size: the existence of atoms (see 8) is not proved by 
analogy, but, once it has been proved, analogy with che sensible is used to work 
ouc their properties (12). 

The analogy, which can in all essentials be found recurring in Hume {Treatise 
of human nature, 11), is between the actual minimum (‘the minimum in the atom’) 
and ‘the minimum in sensation’. The latter will be a vanishingly small dot, one 
so placed chat at any greater distance it would be altogether invisible. As such, it 
is seen as extended yet partless (A 7): to be scen at all it must occupy some area of 
your field of vision, yet no part of it can be discriminated because any part smaller 
than the whole would be below the threshold of perception. 

In A8 the ingenuity of the parallelism becomes apparent. Aristotle had 
argued in Physics vit (=d in vol. 2; followed by the Stoics, 50C 6) that a 
magnitude could never be composed of partless constituents, because these: 
could never be in contact with each other. Contact, he explains, must be of. 
whole to whole, part to whole, ar part to part; bur the first would make E 
partless entities completely coextensive, while the second and third are ruled on 
precisely because of their partlessness. The analogy of the sensible minimum] 


- gives Epicurus his answer to Aristotle. For sensible minima are seen neither as, 


fully cöéxtënsive (‘in the same place’) nor as touching part to part ~ the possibility; 
of part-to-whole contact is not considered, in view of the equal size of the 
minima — yet they do somehow combine to make larger magnitudes. That 
any other perceived magnitude can be analysed into an exact number 9 
perceptible minima, such that when you run your eye along it you see these one A 
by one in sequence. The Greek word for ‘providing the measure of . . in A 
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and 10 implies that a minimum is an exact submultipie of any larger magnitude, 
as indeed it must be: when the magnitude is divided into minima there could not 
bea fraction ofa minimum left over. All this applies not just to apparent minima 
at the macroscopic level but also, mutatis mutandis, to actual minima at the 
microscopic level (A 9-11). 

The analogy yields the result that Aristotle's list of the ways in which 
magnitudes can combine is not exhaustive. Sensible minima provide us with a 
further way, ‘their own peculiar way’ (A 8), and since we can actually perceive 
this way of combining we can imagine it, Epicurus would say, and hence also 
transfer it in thought to the minimum in the atom. Epicurus is ostensibly entitled 
to this Conclusion, whether or not he goes on to analyse what the ‘peculiar way’ 
amounts to. But if the text does contain such an analysis, it may be located in the 
expression ‘in sequence’ (A 8; cf. A6, C1). For Aristotle, two items ‘touch’ if 
their boundaries coincide, but can be ‘in sequence’ provided only that there is 
nothing of the same kind between them. Now if Epicurus is here choosing to 
answer Aristotle in his own terms, he may be conceding that minima never 
“touch” — far from having boundaries which might coincide, they are created by 
him as themselves being boundaries, as we shall see — but still insisting that they 
ean Bein sequence’, That is, two minima can be so placed that there is no third 
immimum between them. (Aristotle, Physics vi.1, = d in vol. 2, had denied this, 
buc his argument only works for unextended partless items like points and 
moments.) Since of course there could not bea gap between them of fess than 
one minimum, they will be perfectly adjacent, without ‘touching’ in Aristotle's 
techitidal Senses eee 

Tn AYE all the characteristics of the sensible minimum so far described are said 
to be transferable mutatis mutandis to actual_minima. The latter are to be 
imagined as vanishingly small dots of magnitude into which larger magnitudes 
likeatoiis can be conceptual analysed. It may be guessed that these dots have 
nosiapeofther own, just as Schsible minima could have no sensible shape; for it" 
Would be hard for them to have a shape without thereby having discriminable 
parts. But note too that in order to be component parts of atoms they must be 
aisumed to exist in three dimensions, a feature less obviously attributable to the 
perceptible minimum. 

“The final claim at A 12, which is exploited by Lucretius in C, is the one respect 
in which the analogy is said not to hold, Real minima cannot exist as separate f 
entities, move around, and enter into combinations with each other. Sensible 3 
minima presumably can ~ e.g. falling specks of dust viewed at a suitable distance. 
Real minima, on the other hand, are to be thought of as the ‘limits’ of larger 
magnitudes (A r0, cf. Aó), and this implies their inseparability from those 
magnitudes {C 1). But why introduce this restriction, rather than allow that at 

some atoms consist of just one minimal part? 

In looking for Epicurus’ motivation it is worth noticing A 12’s emphasis on 
the impossibilicy y of minima with their own motion. Aristotle (Physics vt.io = e 
~ vol. 2) had argued chat something partless could not be in motion, except 
arson to the motion of a larger body. It could never in itself be traversing 
7 ry between places, since to do so would require its having one part of 

- melf on one side of the boundary and one on the other, and that is ruled out by its 
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partlessness. It may only possess mation derivatively, by courtesy of a larger 
body's motion. Thus strictly speaking it is never true that ‘the central point on 
this train is now moving from England into Scotland’, since the point, being 
partless, must be either wholly in England or wholly in Scotland; it is only by 
courtesy of the fact that the entire train is now moving from England into 
Scotland thar the same can be said of any point on is. The same will apply to 
partless magnitudes, if, as. Epicurus holds, there are such things. Minima could 
never move by themselves, but only by courtesy of the motion of the atoms to 
which they belong. (See further, 11.} 

The introduction of acomic quanta of magnitude is not unique to Epicurus. 
The Platonist Xenocrates and Diodorus Cronus had both already developed 
comparable theories, and Diodorus’ exploration of the consequences fot motion 
may have influenced Epicurus’ later work (see 11). One further Consequence 
should be the falsity of conventional geometry. If, for example, the perfect 
geometrical square could exist, its side and diagonal would be incommensurable 
~ incompatibly with the theory of minima, in which, as we have seen, all 
magnitudes share a common submultiple. There is goad histarical evidence that 
Epicurus accepted this consequence (Cicero, Academica 2.106 and On ends 1.20, 
= fF and g in vol. 2), but none that he worked out in detail an alternative 
geometry. ; 


10 Infinity ee Pods 
A Epicurus, Letter to Herodotus 41-2 


{1) Moreover, the totality of things is infinite. (2) For that which is finite 
hasan extremity, and that which isan extremity is viewed as next to some 
further thing. Therefore having no extremity it has no limit. And not 
having a limit it would be infinite [literally ‘untimited’} and not finite. (3) 
Indeed, the totality of things is infinite both in the number of the bodies ; 
and in the magnitude of the void. (4) For if the void were infinite but the 
bodies finite, the bodies would not remain anywhere buc would be 
travelling scattered all over the infinite void, for Jack of the bodies which 
support and marshal them by buffering. (5) And if the void were finite, 
the infinite bodies would not have anywhere to be. 









B Lucretius 1.95897 


(1) The totality of things is not limited in any direction. (2) For ifit were, It 
would have to have an extremity. Now itisa visible fact that nothing can 
have an extremity unless there is something beyond it to limit it— so tha 
the same can be seen to be true beyond the reach of this kind of 
perception. But since, as it is, it must be admitted that there is nothin 
outside the totality of things, it has no extremity and hence no limit 0 
boundary. Nor does it make any difference what part of it you stand i 
so true is it that wherever someone goes to take up position, he is leavi 
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the universe just as infinite in all directions. (3) Besides, supposing for the 
moment that the totality of room is finite, if someone at the very edge ran 
up to its outermost frontier and hurled a flying javelin, do you prefer that 
after being hurled with great force the javelin should go in the direction 
in which it was aimed and fly far, or do you think chat something can 
obstruct and block it? You must concede and choose one of the two 
answers, and either one cuts off your escape and forces you to admit that , 
the universe stretches without end. For whether there is something to 
obstruct it, to prevent it travelling in the direction of aim, and to station 
itself as a limit, or whether it is carried outside, what it started from was 
not the limit. I shall pursue you in this way, and wherever you place the 
outermost frontier I shall ask what is the outcome for the javelin. It will 
turn out that a limit cannot exist anywhere, and that the availability of 
flight will delay escape for ever. (4) Besides, if the totality of room im the 
whole universe were enclosed by a fixed frontier on all sides, and were 
finite, by now the whole stock of matter would through ics solid weight 
have accumulated from everywhere all the way to the bottom, and 
nothing could happen beneath the sky's canopy, nor indeed could the sky 
or sunlight exist at all, since all matter would be lying in a heap, having 
been sinking since infinite time past. But as it is, the primary bodies are 
clearly never allowed to come to rest, because there is no absolute bottom 
at which they might be able to accumuiate and take up residence. At all 
times all things are going on in constant motion everywhere, and 
underneath there is a supply of particles of matter which have been 
travelling from infinity. 


ee 


C Epicurus, Letter to Herodotus 60 


(1) Moreover in speaking of the infinite we must not use ‘up’ or ‘down’ 
with the implication that they are top or bottom, but with the 
implication that from wherever we stand it is possible to protract the line 
above our heads to infinity without the danger of this ever seeming so to 
us, or likewise the line below us (in what is conceived to stretch to infinity 
simultaneously both upwards and downwards in relation co the same 
point). For this [i-e. that there should be a top and bottom] is unthinkable. 
{2) Therefore it is possible to take as one motion that which is conceived 
as upwards to infinity, and as one motion that which is conceived as 
downwards to infinity, even if that which moves from where we are 
towards the places above our heads arrives ten thousand times at the feet 
of those above, or at the heads of those below, in the case of thar which 


moves downwards from where we are. (3) For each of the two mutually 


Opposed motions is none the less, as a whole, conceived as being to 
mfinicy. 
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In A and B the Epicureans defend the infinity of the universe, which the atomists 
and others had proclaimed in the fifth century, but which had been abandoned 
by Plate and Aristotle in the fourth. For the Stoic view, see 49. For Epicurus’ 
conception of space, see 5. For the infinite number of worlds, see 13A, D. For the 
infinity of time, in retort to Placo’s apparent claim in the Timaeus that time only 
began with the orderly motion of the heavens, see 13G 4. 


C (a controversial text, which has been construed and translated in other ways | 


than the above) is probably an attempt to justify Epicurus’ view that even in an 
infinite universe there is a single direction ‘down’ in which all bodies tend by 


virtue of their own weight (see £1). Up and down need not be determined by _ 


relation to an absolute top or bottom, which in an mfinite universe are both 
equally unthinkable (cf. A-B, especially B 4). Rather they are to be thought of 
by relation to our own viewpoint in any single chosen place (‘in relation to the 
same point’, C 1}, ‘up’ being the rectilinear crajeccory travelling from our feet to 
our head and beyond, and ‘down’ that travelling from our head to our feet and 
beyond. Their inftnite extension is not jeopardized by the arbitrariness of their 
starting-point, Our ‘upward’ line, for example, may pass through numerous 
alternative starting-points, namely the viewpoints of inhabitants of other 
worlds vertically above ours; but none of these constitutes its terminus, and it 
must stil] be conceived as infinite (C 2-3). 


11 Atomic motion 


A Epicurus, Lerter to Herodotus 43-4 


(1) The atoms move continuously for ever, some separating a great 
distance from each other, others keeping up their vibration on the spot 
whenever they happen to get trapped by their interlinking or imprisoned 
by atoms which link up. (2) For the nature of the void brings this about 
by separating each atom off by itself, since it is unable to lend them any 
support; (3) and their own solidity causes them as a result of their 
knocking together to vibrare back, to whatever distance their 
interlinking allows them to recoil from the knock. (4) There is no 
beginning to this, because atoms and void are eternal. 


B Lucretius 2.80-124 


(1) If you think that the primary particles can stand still, and can thus 


initiate motions of things from scratch, you are wandering far from true ' 


reasoning. (2) For since they wander through void, they must necessarily 


ali be borne along either by their own weight or, if it should so happen, 
by the impact of another. (3) For as a result of their frequent high-speed : 


collisions they recoil suddenly in apposite directions — not surprisingly, 

given that they are entirely hard with their solid weights and | 
unobstructed by anything from behind. (4) And to see more clearly that ‘ 
all particles of matter are being tossed about, remember that in che | 
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totality of the universe there is no bottom and that the primary bodies 
have nowhere to stand still, since room has no limit or boundary and I 
have shown at length and proved with conclusive argument that it 
stretches measureless in all directions. Since that is established, naturally 
the primary bodies are granted no rest throughout the depths of void. {5) 
But rather they are driven in continuous and varied motion, and some 
after being squeezed together rebound over great intervals, while others 
are tossed about over short spaces from the impact. (6) And whichever 
ones are in a denser aggregation and rebound over small intervals from 
that impact, held back by the interweaving of their own shapes, these 
form the strong roots of stone, the brute bulk ofiron, and the like. Those 
others which go on wandering through the great void, few and far 
berween, and recotl and rebound a long way over great intervals, these 
supply the chin air for us and the sun’s brilliant light. In addition many 
wander through the grear void, which have been rejected by compounds 
and have also failed to gain admittance anywhere and harmonize their 
motions. (7) Of this fact, as I have recounted it, there is a pictorial 
representation regularly present and taking place before our eyes. Take a 
look where the sun's rays weave their way in and pour their light through 
a darkened room. You will see many tuny bodies intermingling in many 
ways throughout the empty space night there in the light of the rays, and 
as if in everlasting combat battling and fighting ceaselessly in their 
squadrons, driven by frequent meetings and separations. So you can 
conjecture from this what itis like for the primary particles of things to be 
for ever tossed around in the great void. To some extent something small 
can give a model of great matters, and the traces of their preconception. 


C Lucretius 2.142-64 


(1) Here now, Memmius, is a brief account from which you may know 
the speed which the particles of matter possess. (2) First, when dawn 
spreads new light over the earth, and the various birds flying about the 
pathless woods through the soft air fill the place with their flowing 
voices, we see it plainly revealed to all how suddenly the risen sun at such 
atime regularly swamps all chings and clothes them with its own light. 
And yet the heat and calm light which the sun emits does not travel 
through empty void, and so is compelled to go more slowly as it beats its 
way through the waves, so to speak, of the air; nor do the particles of heat 
travel individually, but in interlinked aggregations. Hence they are 
simultaneously retarded by each other and obstructed from outside, and 
are thus compelled to go more slowly. (3) But when the solid and 
Sncompounded primary particles travel through empty void, and are 

unimpeded from outside and, being such a unity of its own parts, 
bome hurtling onward in their one initial direction of movement, they 
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must naturally be of supreme swiftness, and trave] much faster than the 
sun’s light, and traverse many times the extent of space in the same time as 
the sunlight takes to cross the sky. 


D Epicurus, Letter to Herodotus 46-7 

(1) Moreover, the lack of obstruction from colliding bodies makes 
motion through the void achieve any imaginable distance in an 
unimaginable time. (2) For it is collision and non-collision that take on 
the resemblance of slow and fast. (3) Nor, on the other hand. does the 
moving body itselfreach a plurality of places simultaneously in the periods 
of time seen by reason. That is unthinkable. {4) And when in perceptible 
time this body arrives in company with others from some point or other 
in the infinite, the distance which it covers will not be one from any place 
from which we may imagine its travel. (5) For that will resemble [cases 
involving| collision — even if we do admit such a degree of speed of 
motion as a result of non-collision. (6) This too is a useful principle to 


grasp. 
E Epicurus, Letter to Herodotus 61-2 


(1) Moreover the atoms must be of equal velocity whenever they travel 
through the void and nothing collides with them. (2) For neither will the 
heavy ones move faster than the small light ones, provided nothing runs 
into them; nor will the small ones move faster than the large ones, 
through having all their trajectories commensurate with them, at any 
rate when the large ones are suffering no collision cither. (3) Nor will 
either their upwards motion or sideways motion caused by knocks [be 
quicker], or those downwards because of their individual weights. For 
however far along either kind of trajectory it gets, for that distance it will 
move as fast as thought, until it is in collision, either through some — 
external cause or through its own weight in relation to the force of the — 
impacting body. (4) Now it will also be said in the case of compounds _ 
that one atom is faster than another, where they are in fact of equal , 
velocity, because the atoms in the complexes move im a single direction 
even in the shortest continuous time, although it is not single in the 
periods of time seen by reason; but they frequently collide, until ae 
continuity of their motion presents itself to the senses. 


F Simplicius, On Aristotie’s Physics 938,17-22 (Usener 277) 


For unless every magnitude were divisible, it would not be possible for ; 
the slower always to move less distance than the faster in equal time; for. 
that which is atomic, and that which is partless, are traversed by the faster; 
in the same time as they are by the slower, For if the slower takes a longer] 
time, in the equal time it is going to traverse a distance smaller than the, 
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partless. That is why Epicurus’ school holds that ali things move at the 
same speed through the partiess places, lest their atoms be divided and 
thus no longer atoms. 


G Simplicius, On Aristotle's Physics 934,23-30 (Usener 278, part) 


That this obstacle which he [Aristotle] has formulated is itselfnot entirely 
beyond belief is shown by the fact that despite his having formulated it 
and produced his solution, the Epicureans, who came along later, said 
thar this is precisely how motion does occur. For they say that motion, 
magnitude and time have partiess constituents, and that over the whole 
magnitude composed of partless constituents the moving object moves, 
butat each of the partless magnitudes contained in it it does not move but 
has moved; for if ic were laid down that the object moving over the 
whole magnitude moves over these too, they would turn out to be 
divisible. 


H Lucretius 2.216—-s0 


(1) On this topic, another thing I want you to know is this. When bodies 
are being borne by their own weight straight down chrough the void, at 
quite uncertain times and places they veer a little from their course, just 
enough to be called a change of motion. (2) If they did not have this 
tendency to swerve, everything would be falling downward like 
raindrops through the depths of the void, and collisions and impacts 
among the primary bodies would not have arisen. with the result that 
nature would never have created anything. (3) But if anyone should 
suppose it possible that heavier bodies, by virtue of their faster travel in a 
straight line through the void, should land from above on lighter ones 
and in that way produce impacts capable of leading to creative motions, 
he is departing far from true reasoning. For whatever things fall through 
water and thin air must necessarily fall at a speed proportionate co their 
weight, since the body of water and the rarefied substance of air cannot 
impede everything equally, but succumb and yield faster co heavier 
things. But the emptiness of void, by contrast, can nowhere and at no 
time stand up to anything, but must constantly, as its nature demands, 
give way. Through the passive void, consequently, all chings must travel 
at equal speed, regardless of differences in weight. Hence it will never be 
possible for the heavier ones to land from above on the lighter ones and 
by themselves produce impacts resulting in the variety of motions 
through which nature does her work. (4) Thus it follows once again that 
the bodies must veer off a little — no more than one minimum, lest we 
mais . ee oblique motions and be refuted by the facts. For we 
igre Live and obvious that weights when hurtling downwards have 

power to travel obliquely. But who in the worid can see that 
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they do not swerve from their straight trajectory af ail? [continued at 


20F] 


C One of the two primary causes of an atom’s motion is its own weight (E 3, H),, 


which manifests itself as a natural tendency to move downwards except in so far 
as itis diverted by collisions. The existence of a single universal direction ‘down’ 
is taken by Epicurus as a datum of experience (cf. 10C). He was aware of the rival 
Aristotelian theory, that falling objects are in fact tending towards the centre of a 
spherical earth, but had to reject it because he could not see how in an infinite and 
undifferentiated space one point could possess this special status of centrality 
(Lucretius 1.1050-1113: for the Stoic rehabilitation of the theary, see 491). 

The other primary cause of an atom’s motion is the impact of collision with 
other atoms (A 1, 3, B, E3-4, H 2-3), which can propel it in any direction 
whatever. What collisions cannot do is halt an atom altogether: all atoms are in 
motion arall times (A, B; 7C 4), because the void which surrounds them can offer 
no resistance, and collisions will result in nothing more than a change of 
direction. Hence even a stationary solid body consists of moving atoms, 
although their motion consists of rapid vibration within a closely interlocking 
formation (AT, B 6). 

The non~resistance of void has two further consequences. Aristotle in Physics 
1v.8 (215a24-216a21) had argued thar the speed of moving objects is determined 
by the ratio of their weight to the density of the medium: hence the idea of void 
as a medjum is absurd, he alleged, since where the medium has zero density 
objects will move at a speed which stands in no ratio whatever to any finite 
speed; moreover, all wili move at equal speed. Epicurus’ theory accepts the 
Aristotelian premise but tries to accommodate the resulting difficulties. First, 
atoms move through void (the only thing available for chem to move through) 
ataspeed which, though not of course infinite (D 3), is unimaginable in relation to 
any phenomenal motion through a resistant medium, That is, cither the distance 
is imaginable but the time taken to craverse it unimaginably short (D 1); or the 
ume is long enough to be observed but the distance traversed unimaginably 
large (D4). This is because we can only imagine it in terms of familiar 
phenomenal motions, which are slowed down by collisions with the medium 
(D 5); the fastest such motion is that of sunlight, but atomic speed is vastly in 
excess of that (C) — ‘as fase as thought’ (E3; cf. 15A 4). 

Second, atoms do indeed:all move at equal speed, regardless of their weight 
(C 1-3, H3). But it is not the absurdity which Aristorle thought it: E4. 
Phenomenal bodies are not required to move ar the same speed as their 
consticuent atoms, because the atoms are in complex patterns of motion within 4 
them. During an imperceptibly brief period of time, the atoms will all be : 
moving at uniform high speed in different directions; but over even the shortest 
observable passage of time (this seems the best way to understand ‘the shortest 
continuous time’, E 4: cf, D 3-4) their overall tendency will be in one direction ; 
only. That tendency yields the corporate motion of the compound bady, whose 
speed can vary (D 2; cf. the variable overall motion of a swarm of insects each of 
which is flying a zigzag course at uniform velocity). 


So eee 
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Some further features of Epicurus’ theory of motion are absent from his Letter 
to Herodotus, which is probably a comparatively early work written around the 
time of his arrival in Athens. They may reflect subsequent developments in his 
thought, or in that of his colleagues, particularly under the influence of 
Diodorus Cronus, who was active in Athens and had a theory of minimal 
partiess units of magnitude not unlike Epicurus’ own (on which see 9}. 

Aristotle (Physics v1.10 = 9e in vol. 2) had pointed out that something partless 
could never in itself be ‘moving’: ifit is to get from AB to BC it must either still 
be at AB or already be in BC: not having parts, it can at no time be partly in AB 
and partly in BC. Either, then, it moves only incidentally to the movement of a 
larger body — as Aristotle would himself want to say that, for example, an 
extensionjess point on 2 moving body moves — or we will have to say, 
impossibly, nor chat it ‘is moving’ but only chat it ‘has moved’. The latter 
alternative, Aristotle claims, would imply chat time consists of partless ‘nows’ 
and motion of ‘jerks’: thus in each successive ‘now’ a partless entity could occupy 
a fresh position, but would never be in transition between the two positions. 
Thereis no sign in the Lester to Herodotus chat Epicurus was prepared to accepc the 
staccato motion theory for his particss minima (some have seen the impercepti- 
bly short times at D 3 and E 4 as indivisible ‘nows’, but nothing in those passages 
requires such an interpretation), and he appears instead to have chosen the first 
Aristotelian alternative, that what is partless can only move incidentally to the 
motion ofa larger body, the atom (see 9A 12 and commentary). But if G is to be 
believed, at some later stage the Epicureans did come to accept in addition the 
staccato motion theory. What were the reasons for this development? One was 
probably the influence of Diodorus, who had himself adopted just that same 
theory (see i in vol. 2) as part of his own doctrine of minimal units. In defence of 
it, Diodorus argued at length thar logically ic is quite respectable co assert ‘ic has 
moved’ while denying that ‘it is moving’ was ever true: thus, he observed, 
"Helen had three husbands’ is true, while ‘Helen has three husbands’ was never 
true. This encouragement from a professional logician may have emboldened 
the Epicureans to question Aristotle’s condemnation of the staccato thesis, In 
addition, Diodorus’ formulation drew attention to the need {if only for the sake 
of consistency) to divide space as well as body into minimal units; and that 
Tealization would have shown Epicurus the inadequacy of the ‘incidental 
motion’ solution. Even an atom composed of many minima would, as a whole, 
have to move not less than one minimum of space at a time. Thus its morion 
could not fail to be staccato. Strange though this theory of motion may look, 
for anyone puzzled by Zeno’s question how motion is possible through an 
infinitely divisible continuum (cf. 9A 3-4) it might well seem the lesser of two 


evils, 


Moreover, such an analysis had at least one independent attraction. From 
Aristotle's work in Physics v1.2 it had emerged that differences of speed depend 
ou the infinite divisibility of time and magnitude; and it seemed to follow that a 

ry ot indivisible magnitudes would have to dispense with real differences of 
ple, in the time taken by a moving object to traverse one 


minimal unit of space, a slower moving object would, impossibly, have to 
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traverse less than one minimal unit. According to F, the Epicureans invoked 
precisely this reasoning in support of their thesis af equal speed in atomie 
motion. That the Diodorean analysis could be used to vindicate a thesis already 
proven on independent grounds (E) must have made it almost irresistible to the 


Epicureans. 


Finally, H testifies to a further refinement of the atomic motion theory which is 
not yet present in the Lerter to Herodotus but which is widely reported, and 
ridiculed, as Epicurus’ own doctrine. Atoms travelling through space are 
primarily propelled by their own weight and by the effect of collisions, but in 
addition they are capable of an entirely undetermined ‘swerve’. Al] sources are 
agreed that the swerve is by exactly one minimum (e.g. H 4; 18G 6; 20E 2; for 
the theory of minima, see 9}, and this should probably be interpreted as follows, 
An atom's basic tendency is to travel in a straight line until it is in collision, That 
line itself has a thickness of one minimum (noching thinner being conceivable}, 
and adjacent to it run a number of other parallel lines. At any time or place in its 
travel the atom may spontaneously shift to one of these adjacent trajectories. Its 
overall mocion is likely to remain virtually rectilinear, so there should be no 
resultant chaos at the macroscopic level. Nevertheless the system is, in this 
minimal degree, indeterministic. 

The enormous current interest of this theory arises from the fact that, 
however preposterous, it 1s tO a large extent true. In quantum physics it is now 
widely agreed chat there is a degree of indeterminacy in the behaviour of sub- 
atomic particles. The philosophical implications of this fact lie especially in its 
possible bearing on free will. In the present context the swerve theory isinvoked ~ 
to solve a problem of Epicurus’ own making: given the equal speed and natural | 
downward motion of atoms, how can collisions between them ever have started | 
(H 2-3)? One might wonder whether this problem was sufficiently grave in j 
itself to demand so drastic 2 solution — one which Epicurus opponents rushedto i 
deride as ‘motion without a cause’ (e.g. 20E2). When he wrote the Letter to | 
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Herodotus, at any rate, he was content with the more economical answer that, 
given the infinite past existence of atoms and void, there was no first collision 
(A 4). This raises che suspicion that it was his subsequent well attested concern 
about the auronomy of responsible agents that led him to the theory, and chatit 
was then with hindsight grafted onto the existing cosmologica! system. On this ; 
ground, the main discussion of the swerve will be found in 20, on ‘free will’. 






12 Microscopic and macroscopic properties 


A Epicurus, Letter to Herodotus 5s—6 


(1) We must not adopt, either, the view that every size is to be found 
among the atoms, lest it be contested by things evident, (2) On the other } 
hand, we must suppose that there are some variations of size, for this 
addition will yield better explanations of the events reported by our 
feelings and senses. (3) But the existence of every size is not useful with 
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respect to the differences of qualities. Indeed, we ourselves ought to have 
experienced visible atoms, and that is not seen to happen, nor 1s it possible 
to conceive how a visible atom might occur. 


B Epicurus, Letter to Herodotus 42-3 


(1) In addition, these bodies which are atomic and full, from which 
compounds are formed and into which they are dissolved, have 
unimaginably many differences of shape. For it is not possible for as 
many varieties as there are to arise from the same shapes if these are of an 
imaginable number. (2) For each species of shape, also, the number of 
atoms of the same kind is absolutely infinite; but in the number of their 
differences they are not absolutely infinite, just unimaginably many, if 
one is not going co expand them to absolute infinity in their sizes coo. 


C Lucretius 2.478-531 


(1} Having explained this, I shall go on to attach to it a point which 
depends on it for its proof: chat the primary elements of things have a 
finite range of different shapes. (2) Should this not be so, it will again 
necessarily follow that some seeds have infinite bodily extension. For 
within one and the same narrow compass ofa given body there cannot be 
much variety of shapes. Say, for example, that atoms consist of three 
minimal parts or a few more. Well obviously, when you have taken all 
these parts of one body, positioned them top and bortom. swapped left 
with right, and in short tried every permutation to see what shape of the 
whole body each arrangement yields, should you want to vary the shapes 
further you will have to add more parts. And the next stage wil] be that, 
should you want to vary the shapes even further, the arrangement will 
require more parts in just the same way. Thus a consequence of adding 
new shapes is bodily increase. So there is no way in which you can 
suppose the seeds to have infinitely many differences of shape, lest you 
force some to be immensely huge, which I have already explained above 
to be unacceptable. (3) You would find, too, that exotic garments, 
glowing Meliboean purple dyed with the colour of Thessalian shells, and 
the golden generations ot peacocks bathed in their smiling charm, would 
by now lie neglected, outshone by some new colour appearing in things. 
The fragrance of myrrh would lie in disrepute, as would the taste of 
honey. And the melodies of swans and the intricate string music of 
Apollo would likewise have been outshone and silenced. For one thing 
wouid constantly be arising to eclipse the others. And in the same way all 
things would be able to change in the reverse direction for the worse, just 
n eds said they could change for the better. For one thing would also 
m the reverse direction be more revolting than all the rest for nose, ears, 
*yes and the mouth’s taste. Since this is not so, but the totality of things ts 
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held in check at either end of the scale by the assignment of a fixed limit, 
you must admit that matter also has a finite number of different shapes. 
(4) Again, from fire right down to the icy frosts of winter is a finite 
passage, and in the reverse direction it is measured in che same way. For 
all heat, cold, and lukewarm temperatures, making up the whole range 
in succession, lie in between. Therefore they are generated with a finite 
range of differences, since they are marked off by two points, one at 
either end of the scale — hemmed in by fire at one end and stiff frost at the 
other. (5) Having explained this, I shail go on to attach to ita pomt which 
depends on it for its proof: that the pnmary elements of things, within 
each group of the same shape as each other, must be called infinitely 
many. For since there is a finite vanety of shapes, itis necessary that those 
of a single shape be infinitely many. Otherwise the totality of matter 
must be finite, which I proved not to be the case when I showed in my 
poem that particles of matter from the infinite permanently maintain the 
totality of things wich a continuous succession of impacts from all sides. 


D Epicurus, Letter to Herodotus 54-5 


(1) Moreover, the atoms themselves must be considered to exhibit no 
quality of things evident, beyond shape, weight, size, and the necessary 
concomitants of shape. (2) For all quality changes. But the atoms do not 
change at all, since something solid and indissoluble must survive the 
dissolution of the compounds to ensure that the changes are not into, or 
out of, che non-existent, but result from transpositions within many 
things, and in other cases from additions and subtractions of certain 
things. (3) Hence those things which do not admit of [internal] 
transposition must be indestructible, and must lack the nature of that 
which changes. And their own peculiar masses and shapes must survive, 
since this is actually necessary. (4} After all, also in familiar objects which 
have their shape altered by shaving, it can be ascertained that in the 
matter which undergoes change, as it is left, shape remains whereas the 
qualities do not remain but vanish from the entire body. (5) So these 
properties which are left are sufficient to bring about the differences of 
the compounds, given the necessity for some things to be left and not be 
destroyed into the non-existent. 


E Lucretius 2.730-833 (with omissions) i 


(1) Come now, mark what I say, the fruit of my pleasant labours — that: 
you should not suppose those white objects which you see before your] 
eyes as white to consist of white primary particles, or those which are 
black to be the product of black seeds, or that objects dyed any oth 
colour exhibit it because their particles of matter are imbued with 
same colour. For particles of matter have absolutely no colour, wheth 
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like or unlike that of the objects. (2) You are quite wrong if you think that 
the mind cannot be focused on such particles. For given that those who 
are blind from birth and have never seen the sun's light nevertheless from 
their first day know bodies by touch without any association of colour, 
you can be sure that our mind too can form a preconception of bodies 
without any coating of colour. In fact, we ourselves sense as colourless 
everything that we touch in blind darkness . . . (3) Besides, if the primary 
particles are colourless, and possess a variety of shapes from which they 
generate every kind of thing and thus make colours vary — since it makes 
a great difference with what things and in what sort of position the 
individual seeds are combined and what motions they impart to each 
other and receive from each other — it at once becomes very easy to 
explain why things which a little earlier were black in colour can 
suddenly take on the whiteness of marble, as the sea, when its surface has 
been churned up by great winds, is turned into waves whose whiteness Is 
like that of gleaming marble. All you need say is chat what we regularly 
see as black comes to appear gleaming white as soon as its matter is mixed 
up, as soon as che ordering of its primary particles is changed, as soon as 
some particles are added and some subtracted. But if the sea’s surface 
consisted of blue seeds, there is no way in which they could turn white. 
For things that are blue could never change to the colour of marble, no 
matter how you were to jumble them up .. . (4) Moreover, the tinier the 
pieces into which any object is shredded, the more you can see the 
gradual disappearance and blotting out of its colour. This happens, for 
example, when purple cloth is pulled apart into little pieces: when it has 
been dismantled thread by thread, the purple and the scarlet colour, by 
far the brightest there is, is completely wiped out. So you can tell from 
this that fragments breathe away all their colour before they are reduced 
to che seeds of things. 


F Lucretius 2.381—407 


(1) It is very easy, with the mind’s reasoning, for us to work out why the 
fire of lightning flows with much more penetration than the fire which 
we produce from torches here on earth. All you need say is that the 
lighming’s fire up in the sky is finer and consists of smaller shapes, and 
hence passes through passages through which this fire which we produce 
from logs and torches cannot pass. (2) Besides, light passes through horn, 
while rain water is rejected by it. Why, unless che particles of light are 
smaller than those which make up water's nourishing draught? (3) And 
however instantaneously we see wine flow through a sieve, olive oil, by 
Contrast, is sluggish and takes its time. This is naturally either because it 
Consists of larger elements; or because they are more hooked together 
and entangled, with the consequence that individual primary particles 
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cannot be so immediately separated and fow individually through each 
thing’s passages. (4) A further point is that the liquids of honey and milk, 
when taken by mouth, are pleasant to the tongue’s sensation, while, by 
contrast, foul wormwood and pungent centaury twist up the mouth 
with their repellent flavour. Thus you can easily recognize that those 
things which can have a pleasant effect on the senses consist of smooth 
round particles, while by contrast all those which seem bitter and harsh 
are joined and interwoven with more hooked particles, and for chat - 
reason tend to make violent inroads into our senses, and to wrench our 
body when they enter it. i 


In determining the range of properties to be attributed to atoms, Epicurus’ - 
principal criterion is the need to explain the phenomenal properties of things. 
But two further methodological considerations are analogy with the percept- 
ible, and the theory of minima! parts. 

Atoms must possess the primary physical properties of shape, size and weight, 
together with such further properties as shape entails (D 1) —¢.g. the possession 
of parts? That these are inseparable concomitants of all body (7B 1) is learnt 
through the analogy of perceptible bodies (9A 9). 

Democricus had put no upper limit on che possible size of atoms (KRS 561). 
Epicurus rejects this (A), bue his argument is puzzling, since it assumes that if 
atoms were large enough they would be visible — contrary to his theory chat 
vision is caused by etHuences of atoms from the surface of the perceived object 
(15.A} and to his insistence thar atoms are colourless (E). At best, a large atom 
might render icself ‘visible’ only to the extent of blotting out whatever was 
behind it. 

A consequence of this revision is that, although the number of atoms is infinite 
(104 3-4), the number of different atomic shapes is finite (B, C}. From any 
given number of minimal parts (on which sce 9), only a finite number of atomic 
shapes can be constructed, because one minimum can only be adjacent to 
another by standing directly alongside it: being parties, it cannot be half-way or 
one-third of the way along it. The consequences can be appreciated by 
comparing the task of producing designs on a sheet of graph paper by filling in 
whole squares. Only a finite number of designs will be possible, and further 
diversification will eventually require che purchase of a larger sheet of graph 
paper. Ac C 2 we havean essentially similar argument, to che effect that, given an 
upper limit to the size of acoms, there can only be a finite range of shapes. 

An infinite range would have the additional consequence of obliterating the - 
limits which are seen to circumscribe alt natural processes, since for any, 
phenomenal predicate F, however F a thing became, there would always be the 
possibility of some further variety of atom turning up to produce something sall i 
F-er (C 3-4). Nevertheless, by the same criterion of explanatory force, the vast | 
variety of phenomenal explananda requires chat the range of atomic variety be, 
at least, ‘unimaginably’ large (B). 

Although the primary properties of shape, size and weight must belong t 
atoms qua body, ail secondary properties are absent from them, These, the 
phenomenal properties (‘qualities’, as Epicurus loosely rerms them in D) of 
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colour, flavour ete., are ‘accidents’ which exist only at the macroscopic level 
(7B 3). The distinction between primary and secondary properties is one which 
Epicurus inherited from Democritus, but a difference of motivation is evident. 
Democritus banned secondary properties from his atoms on the grounds that 
they were unreal — nothing more than arbitrary and subjective constructions 
placed by the sense-organs on what were really just amalgams of atoms and void 
(KRS 549). Epicurus, as part of his rearguard action against Democritean 
scepticism, defends their reality (7B 1-5), but keeps the atoms free of them on 
the grounds of the enormous explanatory power that this confers on the system: 
E3. Further arguments in favour of the colourlessness of atoms — such as thatat 
D 4 and E 4, and the appeal to non-contestation (see 18) at E2— may be thought 
ofas ancillary to this consideration. F exemplifies other explanatory functions of 
atomic shape and size (ct. also 11B 6). 


13 Cosmology without teleology 


A Epicurus, Letter to Herodotus 45 


Also, the number of worlds, both of those which are similar to this one 
and of those which are dissimilar, is infinite. For the atoms, being 
infinitely many as has just been proved (10A], ravel any distance; and the 
atoms of a suitable nature to be constituents of a world or responsible for 
its creation have not been exhausted on one world or on any finite 
number of worlds ~ neither worlds which are like ours nor worlds of 
other kinds. Therefore there is nothing to prevent there being an intinite 
number of worlds. 


B Epicurus, Letter to Pythocles 88 


A world isa certain envelopment of a heaven. It envelops celestial bodies, 
an earth, and the whole range of phenomena. lt is cut off from the 
infinite, and terminates in a limit which is either rare or dense, on whose 
dissolution all its contents will undergo a collapse. It has its terminus 
either in something revolving or in something stationary, which has its 
outer perimeter round, triangular, or of whatever other shape. All are 
possible; for they are contested by none of the things evident in this 
world, in which we cannor discover a terminus. 


C Epicurus, Letter to Herodotus 73-4 


(t) In addition to what was said earlier, we must suppose that the worlds, 

and every limited compound which bears a close resemblance to the 

things we see, has come into being from the infinite: all these things, the 

indians the smailer alike, have been separated otf from it as a result of 

iek EA an EEMERS, (2) And all disintegrate again, some faster 
Tr, and through differing kinds of causes. 
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D Lucretius 2,1052-1104 


(1) Now it is not to be thought at all likely, when there is an infinity of 
empty space in every direction and countless seeds fying through the 
depths of the universe with their varied, everlasting and restless motion, 
that this is the one world and heaven to have been created, and that all 
those particles of matter outside it do nothing . . . (2) Moreover, nothing 
in the universe is the only one of its kind to be born and to grow, as 
opposed to belonging to some species, with many members of the same 
kind. Focus your mind first on animals. You will find that the wild beasts 
ofthe mountains, the human race, the speechless swarms of scaly fish, and 
all flying creatures, have such an origin. Therefore we must likewise 
admit that heaven, earth, sun, moon, sea, and ali other existing things, are 
not unique but, rather, countless in number. After all, these are just as 
much products of birth, just as much awaited by the deep-set boundary 
stone of life, as any of the prolifically reproducing species in our world. 
(3) Provided you fully understand this, nature is at once revealed as rid of 
haughty overlords, the free auconomous agent of everything, without 
the gods’ participation. For I appeal to the holy hearts of the gods, in their 
tranquil peace, leading their life of calm serenity. Who is capable of 
ruling the totality of the measureless, of holding in his hands and 
controlling the mighty reins of its depths? Who could ram all those 
heavens at the same time? Who could warm all those bountiful earths 
with celestial fires? Or be present everywhere at all times to darken the 
earth with clouds, to shake the calm sky with thunder, to despatch 
thunderbolts (often rocking his own abodes with them!) and to 
withdraw to the wilds and furiously hurl his weapon eae often misses 

the guilty and wipes out the innocent!}? f 


E Lucretius 4.823-57 


(1) One mistake in this context, which I am determined you should shun 
and take precautions to avoid, is that of supposing the clear lights of the 
eyes to have been created in order that we might see: that it is in order that 
we might be able to take lengthy strides that the knees and hips can be 
flexed above their base of feet; and again that the forearms were jointed ` 
to the powerful upper arms, and hands supplied on either side, as our - 
servants, in order that we could perform whatever acts were needed for , 
living. All other explanations of this type which they offer are back to | 
front, due to distorted reasoning. (2) For nothing has been engendered in 
our body in order that we might be able to use it. It is the facr of its being | 
engendered that creates its use. Seeing did not exist before the lights of the; 
eyes were engendered, nor was there pleading with words before the; 
tongue was created, Rather, the origin of the tongue came long before; 
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speech, ears were created long before sound was heard, and all our limbs, 
in my view, existed in advance of their use. Therefore they cannot have 
grown for the sake of their use. (3) By contrast, fighting out bateles with 
bare hands, mutilating limbs, and staining bodies with blood, existed 
long before shining weapons began to fly. Nature compelled men to 
avoid wounds before the time when, thanks to craftsmanship, the left 
arm held up the obstructing shield. Presumably too the practice of 
resting the tired body is much more ancient than the spreading of soft 
beds; and the quenching of thirst came into being before cups. Hence it is 
credible that these were devised for the sake of their use, for they were 
invented as a result of life's experiences. (4} Quite different from these are 
all the things which were first actually engendered and gave rise to the 
preconception of their usefulness subsequently. Primary in this class are, 
we can see, the senses and the limbs. Hence, | repeat, there is no way you 
can believe that they were created for their function of utility. 


F Lucretius 5.156-234 (following 23L) 


(1) Now to say that they [the gods} conceived the wish to create a world 
wonderful in nature for the sake of men, and that for that reason the gods’ 
work 1s praiseworthy, so that it is proper for us to sing its praises and 
consider that it will be everlasting and imperishable, and chat it is wrong 
that what was built by an ancient plan of the gods for the sake of 
mankind, in perpetuity, should ever be disturbed from its foundations by 
any force, or assailed with words and turned upside down — to elaborate 
such a fiction, Memmius, is folly. (2) For what profic could imperishable 
and blessed beings gain from our gratitude, to induce them to take on any 
task for our sake? What novelty could have tempted hitherto tranquil 
beings, at so late a stage, to desire a change in their earlier lifestyle? For itis 
plainly those who are troubled by the old that are obliged to delight in 
the new, But where someone had had no ill befall him up to now, because 
he had led his life well, what could have ignited a passion for novelty in 
such a person? (3) Or again, what harm would it have done us never to 
have been born? Did our life lie in darkness and misery until the world’s 
beginning dawned? Although anyone who has been bom must wish to 
remain in life so long as the caresses of pleasure hold him there, if 
someone has really never tasted the passion for life and has never been an 
individual, what harm does it do him not to have been created? (4) Also, 
from where did the gods get a modei for the creation of the world, and 
from where was the preconception of men first ingrained in them, to 
enable chem to know and see in their mind what they wished to create, or 
ae did they come to know the power of the primary particles and what 
eY were capable of when their arrangement was altered, if nature itself 
not supply a blueprint of creation? (5) For so many primary particles 
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have for an infinity of time past been propelled in manifold ways by 
impacts and by their own weight, and have habitually travelled, 
combined in all possible ways, and tried out everything that their union 
cauld create, that it is not surprising if they have also fallen into 
arrangements, and arrived at patterns of motion, like those repeatedly 
enacted by this present world. (6} On the other hand, even if 1 were 
ignorant what the primary constituents of the world are, | would still 
dare to assert, from the very working of the heavens, and to prove from 
many other things, that the world’s nature is certainly not a divine gift to 
us: it is so deeply flawed. First, of all that ts covered by the heaven's vast 
expanse, mountains and beast-infested forests have appropriated a 
greedy share. It is occupied by rocks, vast swamps, and sea, which keeps 
the coastlines of the lands far apart. Of nearly two-thirds of it mortals are 
robbed by scorching heat and constant falls of frost. What farmland is left 
nature would use its force to smother with brambles, but for the 
resistance of human force .. . Besides, why does nature sustain and 
multiply on land and sea the dreadful hordes of wild beasts? Why do the 
seasons bring diseases with them? Why is untimely death rife? (7) A child, 
when nature has first spilt him forth with throes from his mother’s womb 
into the realm of light, lies like a sailor cast ashore from the cruel waves — 
naked on the ground, without speech, helpless for life’s tasks. And he fills 
the place with his miserable wailing, not without justification, in view of , 
the quantity of troubles that lie ahead for him in life! On the other hand, `| 
the various domestic and wild animals grow without the need for rartles, 4 
for the smiles and broken speech ofa nurse, and for different clothes to fit | 
the different seasons. Nor, moreover, do they need weapons and high 
walls to protect their possessions, since the earth itself and creative nature 
supply all their wants in plenty. 

; 


G Cicero, On the nature of the gods 1,18-23 





[Speaker; the Epicurean Velleius} (1) Listen to no ungrounded and 
fictitious doctrines: no creator and builder of the world like the god from ; 
Plato’s Timaeus; no prophetic hag like the Stoics’ Providence ...; 00 } 
world which is itself an animate, sentient, spherical, glowing, rotating 
god. These prodigies and marvels are the work of philosophers who . 
dream, not argue. (2) By what kind of mental vision could your Plato 
have envisaged that great building enterprise by which he has god 
construct the world? What were the building techniques, the tools, the 
levers, the machines, the labourers, for such an enterprise? How were the 
air, fire, water and earth capable of complying with and obeymg the 
architect’s wishes? ... To crown it all, having introduced a world which : 
was not merely born but virtually hand-made as well, he said that 3t 
would be everlasting. Do you suppose that this man had so much as 
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sipped at the cup of natural philosophy — that is, of the rationale of nature 
— when he thinks that something with an origin can be everlasting? What 
compound is not capable of dissolution? What is there that has a 
beginning and no end? (3) As for your [the Stoics] providence, Lucilius, 
if it is the same thing as this, I repeat my earlier question about the 
labourers, the machines, and the entire planning and execution of the 
project. If it is something different, why did ic make the world 
perishable, and not everlasting, as the Platonic god did? (4} A question for 
both of you [Plato and Stoics] is why the world-builders suddenly 
appeared on the scene, after sleeping for countless centuries. For if there 
was no world, it does not follow that there were no centuries. By 
‘centuries’ here | don’t mean the ones which are made up by the number 
of days and nights as a result of the annual orbits. Those, | concede, could 
not have been produced without the world’s rotation, But there has been 
acertain eternity from infinite time past, which was not measured by any 
bounding of times, but whose extent can be understood, because it is 
unthinkable that there should have been some time at which there wasno 
time... (5) Was it for the sake of men, as you [the Stoics] are in the habit 
of saying, that all this world was assembled by god? For wise men? In that 
case this massive feat of world-building was accomplished for just a 
handful of people. For foolish men? Bur, first, god had no reason to do 
the bad a favour. And second, what did he achieve, seeing that all fools 
are beyond doubt utterly wretched, above all because they are fools (for 
what can be called more wretched than folly?), but also because there are 
so many disadvantages in life rhat, whereas the wise mitigate them with 
compensating advantages. fools can neither evade those still to come nor 
bear those which are present. 


H Cicero, On the nature of the gods 1.52-3 


(Speaker: the Epicurean Velleius} (1) We can nightly call this god of ours 
blessed, and yours [the Stoics’} extremely overworked. For if the world 
itself is god, what can be less tranquil than rotating about an axis without 
a moment's break at the heaven’s amazing speed? And yet nothing is 
blessed ifit is not tranquil. Or if god is some being within the world, there 
to rule, to control, to maintain the orbits of the heavenly bodies, the 
succession of seasons, and the variations and regularities of things, to 
watch over land and sea and guard men’s well-being and lives, he is surely 
involved in a troublesome and laborious job. We, on the other hand, 
Place the blessed life in peace of mind and in freedom from all duties. (2) 
a the man to whom we owe all our other teaching taught us too that 
wee is the product of nature, that there was no need for it to be 
: actured, and that so easy was that process, the one which you call 
™Possible without divine expertise, that nature will make, is making, 
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and has made infinitely many worlds. Just because you don't see how 
nature can do this without some mind, finding yourselves unable to 
work out the denouement of the argument you resort, like the 
tragedians, to a deus ex machina. . 


I Lucretius 5.837-77 


(1) At that time [in the world's infancy] the earth tried to create many 
monsters with weird appearance and anatomy — androgynous, of neither 
one sex nor the other but somewhere in between; some foorless, or 
handless; many even without mouths, or without eyes and blind; some 
with their limbs stuck together all along their body, and thus disabled 
from doing anything or going anywhere, from avoiding harm or 
obtaining anything they needed. These and other such monsters the earth 
created. But to no avail, since nature prohibited their development. They 
were unable to reach the goal of maturity, to find sustenance, or to 
copulate. For we see that creatures need the concurrence of many things 
in order to be able to produce and spread their progeny. First, there must 
be food. Second, a way for the procreative seeds in their bodies to flow 
out, released from their limbs. And third, in order that male and female 
can have intercourse, they must both have the equipment for indulging 
in the shared pleasure. Many animal species must have become extinct at 
that time, unable to produce and spread their progeny. (2) For whatever 
creatures you see breathing the air of life, their kind has from the start 
been preserved and protected by its cunning, its courage or its speed: and 
there are many too which have survived by being commended to our, 
protection, thanks co their usefulness to us. First, the fierce Lion species has ; 
been protected by its courage, foxes by cunning, deer by speed of flight: - 
On the other hand dogs, light-sleeping and faithful, all the varieties of, 
beasts of burden, wool-bearing sheep, and the homed herds of cattle,. 
have all come under the protection of men, Memmius., For these, having: 
by their own wish avoided the wild beasts and sought peace, have found 
food in plenty, supplied without any labour on their part: it is how we: 
reward them for their usefuiness. (3) But those which nature did not’ 
endow with any of these advantages, and which were thus unable either’ 
to live on their own resources or to perform some service to us in return: 
for which we might allow their species to feed under our protection and! 
be safe, these presumably lay as the prey and pickings of other creatures, 


all of them hampered by their fateful handicaps, until nature redu 
their kind to extinction. 


J Simplicius, On Aristotle’s Physics 371,33-372,14 


i 
(1) Thus Empedocles says that under the rule of Love parts of animals fri 
came into being at random — heads, hands, feet, and so on — and th 
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came into combination: “There sprang up ox progeny, man-limbed, and 
the reverse’ (obviously meaning ‘man progeny, ox-limbed’, i-e. combi- 
nations of ox and man}. And those which combined in a way which 
enabled them to preserve themselves became animals, and survived, 

_ because they fulfilled each other's needs — the teeth cutting and grinding 
the food, the stomach digesting it, the liver converting it into blood. And 
the human head, by combining with the human body, brings about the 
preservation of the whole, but by combining with the ox’s body fails to 
cohere with it and perishes. For those which did not combine on proper 
principles perished. And things still happen in the same way nowadays. 

+ (2} This doctrine seems to be shared by all those early natural 
philosophers who make material necessity the cause of things’ becoming, 
and, among later philosophers, by the Epicureans, Their mistake, 
according to Alexander, springs from the supposition that all things chat 
come into being for some end come into being through decision and 
reasoning, coupled with the observation that natural things do not come 
into being in that way. 


D Epicurean cosmology is devoted to the elimination of groundless fears (25B), 
notably of death and of the divine. This requires explanations in purely physical 
terms for a range of phenomena, from minds to magnets, which had become 
standard in cosmological treatises. Readers interested in pursuing this topic 
would do well to read widely in Lucretius’ poem, Here, however, apart from 
the topics of celestial phenomena (19), god (23), and death (24), covered 
elsewhere, we restrict our discussion mainly to the Epicurean defence of a 
mechanistic world view, in defiance of the Platonist teleological view which in 
the Hellenistic period was taken up by the Stoics (54). 

On the mechanistic view of worid-formation, see C, F 5, H 2 and 11H, and 
for the opposition on this issue between Epicureans on one side and Platonists 
and Stoics on the other, cf. G-H; 54L-M. Much effort on the part of the 
Epicureans goes into combating the idea, common to both Platonists and Stoics, 
ae world is governed by divine providence. Note the following grounds of 

tr 

{a) Argument from the infinity-of-worlds thesis (A, D, H 2). This inheritance — 
fom Epicurus’ atomist forerunners is not in the extant texts used, as one might 
have expected, to question the anthropocentric teleology of his opponents. Instead 
itis made the basis of doubt as to how even a divine ruler could have sufficient 
Powers to control the entire universe (D). 

(b) God's nature. God, Epicurus maintains, is thought of as an imperishable 
and blessed being, and this is simply incompatible with the stresses and strains of 
world administration {H1; 23B-E), One might discem here a variation on 
Aristotle's theme, taken further by his successor Theophrastus, that since god’s 
, Activity must be the best it cannot include any interest in the sublunary world. 
fs (©) Why should god have chosen to create the world (FG)? This breaks 

, Pa? into several more specific questions. Why sooner rather chan later (G 4, cf. 
bet How can he have been motivated by benevolence towards non-existent 
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beings {F 2~3)? How could he have sufficient powers (G 2)? From where did he 
get the preconception of the objects he was to create (F 4)? This last challenge 
may sound surprising, but should be read as a response to Plato's story in the 
Timaeus that a divine craftsman created the world and its contents in the likeness 
of the eternal Forms. Since Epicurus, as an empiricist, self-consciously replaces 
Forms with empirically derived ‘preconceptions’ (see 17, commentary), he feels 
a reasonable doubt as to how the idea of a thing could pre-exist the thing itself 
(cf. 19B 4). 

(d) Animal nature {E). To regard the functional character of animal’ parts as 
evidence of design is to rely on a false analogy with artefacts. Artefacts are 
devised to fulfil pre-existing functions (e.g. cups for drinking) of which nature has 
already supplied the model, The function of natural organs themselves cannot 
have been similarly preconceived in advance of the organs’ existence. 

(© The existence of evil is incompatible with anthropocentric providence 
(D 3, F6—7). For the Stoic side of this debate, see 540-U. 

So much for the negative aspect of Epicurus’ case. But how does he himself 
hope to explain non-teleologically the prima facie evidence of design in the 
world? Does he have any inkling of the modem evolutionary alternative? His 
theory, such as it is, takes on the challenge at three levels: the world, animal 
nature, and human institucons. 

That worlds capable of supporting life should come into and pass out of 
existence by mere accident is seen as relatively straightforward. The Stoic 
insistence on the laughable improbability of such flukes occurring (54M) is well 
countered by appeal to the infinity of the universe: F5, cf. H2. As for the: 
existence of regularity and fixed Jaws in nature, including the continuity of 
species, these are explained by che existence ofimmutable atoms in a determinate 
range of shapes and sizes: 8B 4; 12C 3. l 

Animal evolution isa trickier topic. Originally, Epicurus holds, a vast number 
of species were thrown up at random, of which only the fittest survived: E; cÉ J 
for the origins of this idea in the work of the fifth-cenctury s.c. physicist. 
Empedocles. The various functions of their limbs and organs were not intrinsic. 
to them, but were worked out by practice (E: anyone unimpressed by this claim; 
might pause to reflect on the astonishing dexterity with the feet developed by: 
people born without arms). 

But how are we co reconcile E, with its assertion that each animal part pre- 
existed its function, with the argument at 19B 1-2 for the natural origin o 
language, which exploits the premise that young animals are already instin' 
ively aware of the powers of their various parts, even before they are ready 
use them? The evidence for such instincts provided the teleology lobby wi 
one of its best arguments (cf. Galen, On the use of parts; also 57C), and the ants 
teleclogist Epicurus might have been expected to find them an embarrassmen 
The likeliest explanation is that in Epicurus’ view an animal species’ nature © 
be changed by the lessons of the environment: see 19A 1. All we need hypothesi 
for him in order to make this plausible is a belief in the inheritance of acqui 
characteristics, a belief widely held in antiquity and long after. He could th 
maintain that the original members of each species (the subject of £) had to lea! 
to use their bodily equipment from scratch, but thar what they learnt 
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inherited by their descendants, thus becoming part of each species’ nature. For 
example man was originally solitary by nature, but since expediency has turned 
him into a social being (22J—-K) the drive to communicate has become instinctive 
to him (19B 2). A similar story might be developed about the faithful natures of 
dogs on the basis of 12. 

Such human institutions as language, law, and the use of fire were also often 
seen as divine benefactions (cf. 19C). Here the Epicurean reply consists mainly in 
careful naturalistic accounts of their origins in terms of the promptings of 
circumstances (E3; 19A 1; cf. 19A—C for language, 22J-N for law}. 


We have mentioned the Platonists and Stoics as the Epicureans’ opponents on 
this issue. Aristotle is often taken to be another. But the target is very evidently a 
creationist doctrine, such as was certainly embraced by the Stoics, and also by 
Plato, at least on a literal reading of his Timaeus, bur was emphatically denied by 
Aristotle. Certainly Epicurus must disagree with Anstotle’s belief in the eternity 
of the world, in its hierarchical structure, and in the eternal fixity of species. But 
such dissent is not prominent in the texts, and on most of the issues emphasized 
there he and Aristotle could happily agree: in particular, that art is posterior to 
nature, and that although each animal species, at least as it is now constituted, 
fonctions from birth in a goal-directed way, there is no deliberate design in 
nature. Unless Epicurus simply neglected Anistocle’s contribution (always a 
possibility, and apparently what Alexander in J 2 suspects), it may be safer ca 
suppose that, when confronted with the challenge of Plato's wholesale 
teleology, he was inclined to regard Aristotle as an ally. 
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14 Soul 
A Epicurus, Letter to Herodotus 63-7 


{1) The next thing to see — referring it to the sensations and feelings, since 
that wiil provide the strongest confirmation — is that the soul is a fine- 
structured body diffused through the whole aggregate, most strongly 
resembling wind with a certain blending of heat, and resembling wind in 
some respects but heat in others. But there is that part which differs 
greatly also from wind and heat themselves in its fineness of structure, a 
fact which makes it the more liable to co-affection with the rest of the 
aggregate. (2) All this is shown by the soul’s powers, feelings, mobilities 
and thought processes, and by those features of it whose loss marks our 
death. (3) We must grasp too that the soul has the major share of 
responsibility for sensation. On the other hand, it would not be in 
Possession of this if it were not contained in some way by the rest of the 
aggregate. And the rest of the aggregate, having granted this 
‘Fesponsibility to the soul, itself too receives from the soul a share of this 
Rind of accidental attribute ~ though not of all those which the soul 
a (4) That is why when the soul has been separated from it the rest 
4 aggregate does not have sensation. For we saw that it does not have 
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this power as its own intrinsic possession, but grants it to a second thing, 
which shares its moment of birth and which, by means of the power 
brought to perfection im it, instantly produces the accidental property of 
sensation as a result of the process and bestows it both on itself and, as I 
said, on the rest of the aggregate, owing to their contiguity and co- 
affection. (5) Hence too the soul, so long as it remains in [the rest of the 
aggregate], will never lose sensation through the separation of some 
other part: whatever of the soul itself is destroyed too when all or part of 
the container disintegrates will, so long as it remains, have sensation. But 
the rest of the aggregate, when either all or part of it remains, does not 
have sensation following the separation of however many atoms it takes 
to make up the nature of the soul. (6) Moreover, when the whole 
aggregate disintegrates the soul is dispersed and no longer has the same 
powers, or its motions. Hence it does not possess sensation either. For it is 
impossible to think of it perceiving while not in this organism, and 
moving with these motions when what contains and surrounds it are not 
of the same kind as chose in which it now has these motions. (7) Another 
point to appreciate is this. The ‘incorporeal’, according to the prevailing 
usage of the word, is applied to that which can be thought of per se. But it 
is impossible to think of the incorporeal per se except as void. And void 
can neither act nor be acted upon, but merely provides bodies with . 
moton through itself. Consequently those who say that the soul is 
incorporeal are talking nonsense. For if it were like that it would be 
unable to act or be acted upon in any way, whereas as a matter of fact 
both these accidental properties are self-evidently discriminable in the 
soul, 

B Lucretius 3.136-76 T Too : 
(1) My next point is that the mind and the spirit are firmly interlinked and 
constitute a single nature, but that the deliberative element which we call ' 
the mind is, as 1t were, the chief, and holds sway throughout the body. It ; 
is firmly located in the central part of the chest. For that is where fear and ` 
dread leap up, and where joys caress us: therefore it is where the mind is. | 
The remaining part of the spirit, which is distributed throughout the 
body, obeys the mind and moves at its beck and call. (2} The mind by 
itself possesses its own understanding and its own joys while nothing is ` 
affeccing either the spirit or the body. And just as, when our head or eyets 
hurt by an attack of pain, the agony is not shared by our whole body, so 
too the mnd sometimes itself suffers pain or waxes with joy while the 
rest of the spirit throughout the limbs and frame is receiving no new 4 
stimulus. But when the mind is affected by a more powerful fear we see] 
the whole spirit throughout the limbs share its sensation, with sweat and 
pallor arising over the whole body, the tongue crippled and the voi 
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choked, the eyes darkened, the ears buzzing, the limbs buckling — indeed, 
we often see men collapse through the mind’s terror. From this anyone 
can easily tell that the spirit is interlinked with the mind: when it is 
impelled by the mind’s power it immediately hurls the body forward 
with its own impact. (3) This same reasoning proves the nature of the 
mind and spirit to be corporeal. For when it is seen to hurl the limbs 
forward, to snatch the body out of sleep, to alter the face, and to govern 
and steer the entire man — and we see that none of these is possible 
without touch, nor touch without body — you must surely admit that the 
mind and spirit are constituted wich a corporeal nature. Besides, you can 
see that the mind is affected jointly with the body and shares our bodily 
sensations. If the frightful force of a spear, when it penetrates to wrench 
apart the bones and sinews, fails to strike at life itself, there nevertheless 
follows relaxation and an agreeable descent to the ground, and on the 
ground a turmoil which develops in the mind and at times a half-hearted 
will as if to rise. Hence the nature of the mind must be corporeal, since it 
suffers under the impact of corporeal spears. 


C Aetius 4.3.11 (Usener 315) 


Epicurus [said that the soul is} a blend consisting of four things, of which 
one kind is fire-like, one air-like, one wind-like, while the fourth is 
something which jacks a name. This last he made the one responsible for 
sensation. The wind, he said produces movement in us, the air produces 
rest, the hot ane produces the evident heat of the body, and the unnamed 
one produces sensation in us. For sensation is found in none of the named 
elements. 


D Lucretius 3.262—-322 


' (1) The primary particles of the elements so interpenetrate each other in 
their motions that no one element can be distinguished and no capacity 
spatially separated, but they exist as multiple powers ofa single body. Just 
as, familiarly, in any animal flesh there is odour and a certain heat and 
flavour, and yet between them these go to make up a single mass of body, 
sO too heat, air and the unseen force of wind when mixed form a single 
nature, along wich that mobile power which transmits the beginning of 
motion from itself to them, the origin of sense-bearing motions through 
the flesh. (2) For this substance lies deeply concealed, deeper than 
anything else in our body. It is, moreover, the very spirit of the entire 
spirit. Just as the power of the mind and that of the spirit, interspersed in 
Our limbs and entire body, lie hidden because compounded out of tiny 
Particles few and far between, so too this nameless power, made of 
minute particles, lies hidden, and is moreover the very spirit of the entire 
Pint and halds sway throughout the body. (3) In a similar way wind, air 
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and heat must so interact in their mixture throughout the limbs, with one 
deeper chan the others and one more prominent, as to be seen to 
constitute between them something unitary, lest in separation from each 
other the heat, the wind and the power of air destroy and dissipate 
sensation, {4} The mind also has that kind of heat which it takes on when 
it boils with anger and the eyes shine with a fiercer flame; it has plenty of 
cold wind, the companion of fear, which excites fright in the limbs and 
rouses the frame; and it has that state of the still air which is found in a 
tranquil] chest and in a calm face. But there is more heat in those with 
fierce hearts and angry minds which easily boil over in anger. A prime 
example is the lion, which regularly bursts its chest with roaring and 
groaning and cannot contain the billows of rage in its chest. But the cold 
mind of stags is more windy, and quicker to rouse through their flesh 
those chilly gusts which set the limbs in trembling motion, The nature of 
cattle, on the other hand, is characterized more by calm air. Neither does 
ignition by the smouldering brand of anger ever overexcite it and cloud 
it with blind darkness, nor is it transfixed and numbed by the icy shafts of 
fear. It lies midway between stags and fierce lions. (5) Likewise the 
human race. Even though education may produce individuals equally 
well turned out, it still leaves those original traces of each mind's nature, 
And we must not suppose that faults can be completely eradicated, so 
that one man will not plunge too hastily into bitter anger, another not be 
assailed too readily by fear, or the third type not be over-indulgent in 
tolerating certain things. There are many further respects in which men’s 
various natures and characteristic behaviours must differ, bur I cannot 
now set out their hidden causes, nor can I find enough names for all the 
shapes of primary particles from which this variety springs. Bur there is 
one thing which I see I can state in this matter: so slight are the traces of 
our natures which reason cannot expel from us, that nothing stands in the 
way of our leading a life worthy of the gods. 


E Lucretius 4.877-91 


(1} Now Ishall tell you — and you mark what I say — how it comes about 
that we can take steps forward when we want to, how we have the power 
to move our limbs, and what it is that habitually thrusts forward this 
great bulk that is our body. (2) First, let me say, images of walking 
impinge on our mind and strike it, as I explained earlier [15D 7-8]. It is 
after that that volition occurs. For no one ever embarks upon any action 
before the mind first previews what it wishes to do, and whatever it 8 
that it previews there exists an image of that thing. (3) So when the mind 
stirs itself to want to go forwards, it immediately strikes all the power of 
the spirit distributed all over the body throughout the limbs and frame: it 
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is easily done, because the spirit is firmly interlinked with it. (4) Then the 
spirit in tum strikes the body, and thus gradually the whole bulk is 
pushed forward and moved. 


F Lucretius 3.417-62 


(1) Come now, so that you may be able to recognize that animals’ minds 
and flimsy spirits are subject to birth and death, I shall continue to set 
down verses worthy of your standing in life, the product of Jong 
searching and agreeable toil. See chat you couple both under a single 
name: when, for example, I proceed to speak of ‘spirit’, proving that it is 
mortal, assume that I mean ‘mind’ as well, inasmuch as they constitute 
between them a unity and an interlinked entity. (2) First, since I have 
proved that it is a delicate construction of minute bodies, and made of 
much smaller primary particles than the flowing liquid of water or cloud 
or smoke — for it is far more mobile, and moves under the impact of a 
more delicate cause, seeing that it is moved by images of smoke and cloud, 
as when subdued in sleep we see altars breathe out their heat skywards 
and emit smoke: for these are undoubtedly images which travel to us — 
now then, given that when vessels are smashed you see the liquid flow 
away on all sides and disperse, and that cloud and smoke disperse into the 
air, you should believe that the spint too is scattered, perishes much 
faster, and is quicker to disintegrate into its primary particles, once it has 
been separated from a man's limbs and taken its leave. After all, seeing 
that the body, which serves as its vessel, if it is shattered by something or 
made porous by loss of blood from the veins, cannot hold it together, 
how could you suppose that the spirit can be held together by any air, 
which is more rarefied than our body and less capable of holding it 
together? (3) Furthermore, we perceive that the mind is born jomtly 
with the body, grows up jointly with it, and ages jointly with it. For just 
as infants walk unsteadily with a frail and tender body, so too their 
accompanying power of mental judgement is tenuous. Then when they 

have matured to an age of robust strength, their judgement is greater and 
their mental strength increased. Later, when their body has been battered 
by time’s mighty strength and their frame has collapsed, its strength 
blunted, then their intelligence hobbles, their tongue rambles, their mind 
totters. Everything fails and deserts them at the same time. Therefore it is 

consistent also that the whole substance of the spirit should disintegrate 

uke smoke into the lofty air, since we see that they are born jointly, 

Jointly grow up, and, as I have shown, simultaneously weary with age 

ae (4) Also, we see that just as the body itself undergoes 

ae a ac and harsh pain, so too the mind undergoes bitter cares, 

ear. Hence it is consistent that it should also share in death. 
Bay coe oes Co ae ce, 69 
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G Lucretius 3.624-33 


Besides, if the nature of the spirit is immortal and it can have sensation 
when separated from our body, we must presumably equip it with the 
five senses. There is no other way in which we can imagine souls 
wandering below im Acheron. That is why painters and earlier 
generations of writers have presented souls as equipped with senses in this 
way. But neither eyes nor nase nor even hand can exist for the spirit in 
separation. Nor can tongue or ears. Therefore spirits cannot by 
themselves have sensation or exist. 


H Lucretius 3.806—29 


(1) Besides, all things that endure for ever must either, through having a 
solid body, repel impacts and allow nothing to penetrate them which 
might separate their tight-fitting parts from within, for example the 
particles of matter whose nature we proved earlier (8B); or be able to 
- endure through all time because they are free from blows, like void, 
which remains untouched and is quite unaffected by impact; or again 
because there is no place available around them such that the things 
` might be able to disperse into it and disintegrate, in the way that the 
totality of totaliges is everlasting and has no place outside it into which 
things might escape nor bodies which might burst into it and disintegrate 
it with che strength of their impact. (2) But if the reason for holding it , 
immortal should rather be that it is permanently protected from things 
which affect life — either because things hostile to its survival do not reach 
it at all, or because those which reach it are somehow repulsed before we 
can feel their ill effects — <that is contrary to the evidence. > For quite 
apart from the fact that it suffers in tandem with bodily disease, things 
often arrive to torment it about the future, to keep it sick with fear, and to 
exhaust it with cares. And even when its misdeeds are past it suffers 
remorse for its sins. Think too of the mind's own peculiar affliction of 
madness, and its forgetfulness; think of its submergence in the black 
waters of lethargy. 


if 
‘Soul’ (psuche) is a term whose breadth varies sharply in Greek usage. At i 
widest, notably in Aristotle, it embraces the entire range of vital functions of any! 
living thing, plants as well as animals. At its narrowest, as in Plato's Phaedo, it 82 
largely intellectual force, housed in the animal body but ultimately separable ; 
from all bodily functions and sensations. Epicurus’ conception of it falls midway 
between these two extremes, very much like that of the Stoics (see 53). For him. 
the soul's primary functions are consciousness in all its aspects — expecially, 
sensation, thought and emotion (e.g. A 2-6, B 1—2) ~ and the transmission of; i 
impulses to the body (B 3, E}. Of these, thought and emotion are jocalized in the 
‘mind’, which in common with most ancient philosophers Epicurus argued ta! 
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be in the chest, the apparent seat of emotion (B 1; cf. 65H for the Stoics). The 
other functions belong to the ‘spirit’, which extends throughout the body and 
interacts closely with the mind, although the mind retains enough independence 
to count as a distinct entity (B 2). Thus these two parts of the soul fulfil more or 
less the roles which subsequent physiology has assigned to the brain and nervous 
system respectively. Epicurus has prima facie an Identity Theory of mind — that is, 
he identifies it with a physical portion of the body — although we will see an 
important qualification to this in 20 below. 

That the soul cannot survive the body's death is the single most important 
upshot of the analysis. (A 6 and F-H exemplify the Epicurean defence of this 
conclusion, although ideally the 28 such arguments at Lucretius 3.417-829 
should be read in their entirety, For the ethical implications of the doctrine, see. 
24.) To this end two main theses must be established. é 

The first is that the soul is corporeal. Plaro, like many since, had regarded its 
incorporcality as an essential condition of its separability from the body, The 
main ground offered by the Epicureans for its corporeality is its ability to 
interact with the body and co be affected jointly with ic (A 7, B 3; cf. 45C for the 
same argument in Stoicism), The elaboration of the soul's physical composition 
can be thought of as subservient to this consideration, its importance lying 
mainly in its demonstration of the possibility of a physicalist analysis. This may 
explain Epicurus’ own reticence about the details at A I-2, when selecting whar 
he sees as the cardinal features of the theory. 

For fuller information we must rely on the reports in C and D. The soul is a 
‘blend’ of four substances ~ heat, air and wind, plus a fourth consisting of 
immensely fine atoms, which is ‘nameless’ in that it is che dominant component 
of no phenomenal substance after which it might be named. The technical 
implication of ‘blend’, which Lucretius is struggling to convey at D 1~3, seems 
to be that rather than consisting of juxtaposed portions of heat, air erc. the 
mixture is one in which the individual acoms of the tour substances are separated 
and recombined into an entirely new kind of substance. Although in this sense it 
is more than the sum of its parts, the soul does manifest certain powers of its 
individual ingredients. Heat accounts for the bodily warmth characteristic of life 
(C). and, when it predominates in che soul, for hot temper (D 4~5). Wind, with 
its agitation and coldness, propels the limbs (C), and when present in excess 
causes fear and flight (D 4-5). (Epicurus’ word for wind, pneuma, is also the term 
used by the Stoics for the warm ‘breath’ which they hold to be the stutf of the 
soul —see 53.) Air, that is calm air, which must consist of the same atoms as wind 
in different patterns of behaviour, accounts for bodily rest (C), and, when 
Predominant, for tranquillity of character (D 4-5). Finally, the ‘nameless’ 
ingredient has to be so subtle in texture and so mobile as to initiate in the spirit as 
4 whole the motions which transmit sensation (D 1-2), since the other three 
ingredients manifestly lack this capacity in themselves (C). 

The second thesis which helps to underpin the mortality arguments is that of 
the extreme functional interdependence of soul and body. Sensation is the soul's 
sphere of responsibility, but it is che body that ‘grants’ it that responsibility, i.e. 
Provides a suitable locus for the activicy (A 3). And once this has happened, as it 

in the very process of birth (A 4), sensation becomes a Joint activity of both 
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soul and body (A 3-4), despite an important asymmetry becween their - 
respective roles (A §). It is neither, for example, merely the eyes that see, nor 
merely the soul which sees through the eyes (cf. Lucretius 3.350-59 = jin vol. 
2). Such proofs of the soul’s mortality as A 6 and G rely heavily on this thesis. 


A physicalist analysis like that proposed by Epicurus easily invites the charge of 
reducing the human mind co a mechanism. Some, for example, have read E’s 
account of human action as deterministic in tendency: the mind is struck by 
images of walking (for the cumbersome process by which imagination is held to 
employ images arriving from outside the mind, invoked also at F 2, see 15D), 
which cause it to decide to walk, whereupon it initiates the action of walking. 
Bur this is a misreading. The passage is concerned purely with the physical stages 
of the process, and these quite properly include the focusing of the mind on the 
image of the action in question as a necessary precondition of our deciding 
whether to perform it (E2). There is no suggestion that the volition is itself 
nothing more than a mechanical stage in the process, and Lucretius’ reticence on 
any physical analysis of it may suggest otherwise, Similarly ac D5, where he 
recognizes that human character is to a large extent physically determined, he is 
at pains to stress the power of reason co counteract the effects of our chemical 
make-up. How the Epicureans could hope te exempt volinon and reason 
themselves from mechanistic determinism is a further question, which will be 
examined in 20. There we will also glimpse Epicurus’ defence against another 
familiar challenge to the physicalist analysis of mind, thae it is incapable of 
accounting for the subjective aspects of consciousness. 


15 Sensation, imagination, memory 


A Epicurus, Letter te Herodotus 46-53 


(1) Moreover, there are delineattons which represent the shapes of solid 
bodies and which in their fineness of texture are far different from things 
evident. For it is not impossible that such emanations should arise in the 
space around us, or appropriate conditions for the production of their 
concavity and fineness of texture, or effluences preserving the same 
sequential arrangement and the same pattern of motion as they had in the 
solid bodies. These delineations we call ‘images’. (2) [= 11D] (3) Next, 
that the images are of unsurpassed fineness is uncontested by anything 
evident. Hence they also have unsurpassed speed, having every passage 
commensurate with themselves, in addition co the fact that infinitely 
many of them suffer no collision or few collisions, whereas many, indeed 
infinitely many, atoms suffer immediate collision, (4) Also that the 
creation of the images happens as fast as thought. For there is a continuous 
flow from the surface of bodies — not revealed by diminution in their size, 
thanks to reciprocal replenishment — which preserves for a long time che 
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positioning and arrangement which the atoms had in the solid body, 
even if it is also sometimes distorted; and formations of them in the space 
around us, swift because they do not need to be filled out in depth; and 
other ways too in which things of this kind are produced. (5) For none of 
this is contested by our sensations, if one is considering how to bring back 
self-evident impressions from external objects to us in such a way as to 
bring back co-affections too. (6) And we must indeed suppose that it is on 
the impingement of something from outside that we see and think of 
shapes. (7) For external objects would not imprint their own nature, of 
both colour and shape, by means of the air between us and them, or by 
means of rays or of any effluences passing from us to them, (8) as 
effectively as they can through certain delineations penetrating us from 
objects, sharing their colour and shape, of a size to fit into our vision or 
thought, and travelling ac high speed, with the result that their unity and 
continuity then results in the impression, and preserves their co-affection 
all the way from the object because of their uniform bombardment from 
it, resulting from the vibration of the atoms deep in the solid body. (9} 
And whatever impression we get by focusing our thought or senses, 
whether of shape or of properties, that is the shape of the solid body, 
produced through the image's concentrated succession or after-effect. 
(10) But falsehood and error are always located in the opinion which we 
add. (11) For the portrait-like resemblance of the impressions which we 
gain either in sleep or through certain other focusings of thought or of the 
other discriminatory faculties, to the things we call existent and true, 
would not exist if the things with which we come into contact were not 
themselves something. (12) And error would not exist if we did not also 
get a certain other process within ourselves, one which, although causally 
connected, possesses differentiation. It is through chis that, if it is 
unattested or contested, falsehood arises, and if attested or uncontested, 
truth. (13) This doctrine too, then, is a very necessary one to grasp, so that 
the criteria based on self-evident impressions should not be done away 
with, and so that falsehood should not be treated as equally established 
and confound everything. (14) Hearing too results from a sort of wind 
travelling from the object which speaks, rings, bangs, or produces an 
auditory sensation in whatever way it may be. This current is dispersed 
into stmilarly-consticuted particles. (15) These at the same time preserve a 
certain co-affection in relation to each other, and a distinctive unity 
which extends right co the source, and which usually causes the sensory 
recognition appropriate to that source, or, failing thar, just reveals what is 
external to us. (16) For without a certain co-affection brought back from 
e source to us such sensory recognition could not occur. (17) We 
should not, then, hold that the air is shaped by the projected voice, or 
kewise by the other things classed with voice. For the air will be much 
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less adequate if this is an effect imposed on it by the voice. Rather we 
should hold thac che impact which occurs inside us when we emit our 
voice immediately squeezes out certain particles constitutive of a wind 
current in a way which produces the auditory feeling in us. {18} We must 
suppose that smell coo, just like hearing, would never cause any feeling if 
there were not certain particles travelling away from the object and with 
the right dimensions to stimulate this sense, some kinds being disharmo- 
nious and unwelcome, others harmonious and welcome. 


B Lucretius 4.230—-8 


Besides, since a given shape handled in the dark is recognized to be the 
same one as it is seen to be in clear daylight, touch and sight must be 
moved by a similar cause. Thus ifin the dark we probe and are moved by 
what is square, what will the square thing be which in the light can 
impinge on vision, if not its image? Hence it can be seen that the cause of 
vision lies in the images, and that without these nothing can be seen. 


C Lucretius 4.256-68 


(1) One thing in this matter which should not be thought puzzling is 
why, although the images which strike the eyes cannot be seen 
individually, the objects themselves are perceived. (2) For also when 
wind beats on us litcle by little. and when bitter cold creeps on us, we do 
not normally feel every separate particle of that wind and that cold, but 
rather the combination of them, and we see on those occasions an effect in 
our body just as if some object were beating us and imparting to us a 
sensation of its bodily mass from outside. (3) Furthermore, when we 
knock a stone with our finger we are touching its external outermost 
colour, but what we are sensing with our touch is not that but rather the 
actual hardness deep down within the stone. 


D Lucretius 4.722—822 


{1) Come now, hear what things move the mind, and leam briefly the 
source of the things which enter the mind. (2) The first point is this: that 
many images of things wander variously in every direction. They are 
delicate and easily join together in the air when they meet, like spider's 
web or gold leaf. For they are, indeed, much more delicace-textured than 
the ones which fill the eyes and stimulate vision, seeing that they 
penetrate the body’s openings, arouse the delicate substance of the mind 
within us, and stimulate its sensation. (3) That is why we see Centaurs, the 
bodily forms of Scyllas, the dog-faces of Cerberus, and the likenesses of 
those who have met their death and whose bones are in the ground. For - 
images of every kind travel everywhere, some of which spontaneously 
form in mid-air, while others are those which come off various things . 
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and those made when these things’ shapes combine. For certainly the 
image of a Centaur does not arise from a living one — there never was 
such a species of animal — but when the images of a horse and a man have | 
accidentally met they easily and immediately stick together, as I said 
previously, owing to their fine nature and delicate texture. Others of this 
type are created in the same way. (4) Because, as I showed earlier, their 
extreme lightness makes their travel so mobile, it is easy for any one fine 
image to arouse our mind with a single impact. For the mind is itself 
delicate and extraordinarily mobile. ($) That this happens as I say it does 
you can easily tell as follows. in so far as what we see with the mind is 
similar to what we see with the eyes, ic must come about ina similar way. 
Well, since I have proved that it is by means of whatever images stimulate 
my eyes that I see, say, a lion, you can now tell that the mind is moved ina 
similar way through images of lions and equally through che others it 
sees, no less than the eyes except in that what it discerns is more delicate. 
(6) And when sleep has relaxed the limbs the mind stays awake in just the 
same way, except that these same images which stimulate our minds 
while we are awake do so to such an extent that we seem to see beyond all 
doubt someone who has departed this life and is dead and buried. The 
reason why nature compels this to happen is chat all the bodily senses are 
suppressed and at rest throughout the limbs and cannot convict falsehood 
with the true facts. Moreover, the memory lies in slumber and does not 
protest that the man whom the mind chinks that it sees alive is long dead. 
(7) This matter raises many questions, and there is much that we must 
clarify if we want to expound the facts clearly. The first question is why 
each person’s mind immediately thinks of the very thing that he has 
formed a desire to think of. Do the images observe our will, so that as 
soon as we form the wish the images impinge on us, whether our desire 
be to think of sea, land or sky? Are assemblies, parades, parties and battles 
all created and supplied by nature on demand, and in spite of the fact that 
everything which the minds of other people in the same place are 
thinking of is quite different? A further question is, what about our 
seeing in our dreams the images rhythmically going forward and 
moving their supple limbs, when they fluently swing their supple arms in 
alternation and before our very eyes replicate the gesture with matching 
foot movements? No doubt the images are steeped in technique, and 
have taken lessons in wandering to enable them to have fun at night- 
ume! (8) Or will this be nearer the truth? Because within a single period 
of time detectable by our senses — the time it takes co utter a single sound — 
there lie hidden many periods of time whose existence is discovered by 
Teason, it follows that everywhere at every time every image is ready on 
© Spot: so great is the speed and availability of things. And because they 
are delicate the mind can only see sharply those of them which it strains to 
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see. Hence che remainder all perish, beyond those for which the mind has 
prepared itself. The mind further prepares itself by hoping co see the 
sequel co each thing, wich the result that this comes about, Don't you see 
how the eyes too, when they begin to see things which are delicate, strain 
and prepare themselves, and that there is no other way of seeing sharply? 
Asa matter of fact, even with things plain to see you can discover that the 
result of failing to pay attention is that it becomes like something 
separated from you by the whole of time and far away. Why then is it 
surprising if the mind loses everything else beyond the matcers to which 
it is devoting itself? (9) As for the other point, it is not surprising that the 
images move and rhythmically swing their arms and other limbs. The 
image seems to do this in dreams because when the first image perishes 
and a second then arises in a different stance it looks as if the first had 
changed its pose. You can take it that this happens fast, so great is the 
speed and availability of things. And so great is the availability of 
particles within a single period of time detectable by the senses that it is 
capable of keeping up the supply. We then on the basis of slender 
evidence add weighty opinions and plunge ourselves into the trickery of 
deception. Occasionally, too, an image of the same kind is not supplied, 
but what was previously a woman seems to have turned into a man in our 
arms, or one face or age is followed by another. The fact that this does not 
surprise us is the doing of sleep and oblivion. 


E Diogenes of Oenoanda, new fragment §.3.3-14 


What is viewed by the eyesight is inherited by the soul, and after che 
impingements of the original images passages are opened up in us in such 
a way that, even when the objects which we originally saw are no longer 
present, our mind admits likenesses of the original objects. 


F Diogenes Laertius 10.32 (= 16B 11) 


Also, all notions arise from the senses by means of confrontation, 
analogy, similarity and combination, with some contribution from 
reasoning too, 


Although each of the five senses has its own mechanism, vision is made the 
paradigm case and receives nearly al) the attention (A 1-9). Analogously in the 
Case of imagination, to which Epicurus attributes the same basic mechanism as 
sensation, visualization is uscd as the paradigm case (Aé-9, D, E). The 


explanandum (A 5) is our receipt of impressions of external objects which (a) ` 


graphically convey their properties, and (b) instantly undergo changes to match 
changes in the objects themselves (the probable meaning of ‘co-affections’; ct 
A 8, and also, for the case of hearing, A 16). The explanation {A I-4 and 8-1 4) 18 


in terms of ‘images’ — surface-layers one atom thick thrown off at tremendous; 


speed and in rapid succession by solid bodies as a result of their internal atomic 
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vibration (sce 11A), so fine-textured as usually to escape serious erosion or 
retardation through collisions during their travel, and thus almost instantly 
reaching the eye, or mind, as accurate ‘delineations’ of the object's surface shape 
and colour. The cumulative cinematographic effect of a uniform series of these 
amounts to an ‘impression’ of the object (A 8-9; in the case of imagination a 
single image may suffice, D 4). Without this mediation by images it would be 
impossible to explain the regular correspondence of our impressions to the 
actual surface features ot external objects (A rx, B). 

This last argument might be challenged by a sceptic as question-begging: how 
can we know that our sense-impressions do usually mirror the properties of 
external objects? Epicurus’ method, however, is co assume a positivist attitude to 
sense-evidence throughout his physical treatise (cf. 17C), reserving the formal 
refutation of its alternative, scepticism, as an independent exercise which need 
borrow no premise from physics -see 16A with commentary. In support of his 
premise that sense-impressions usually correspond to their objects, Epicurus 
could point either to the pragmatic utility of assuming its truth (cf. 16A 10), orto 
the tendency of diverse sense-impressions to support each other, e.g. of touch to 
confirm the eyes’ reporcs of shape and texture. The latter line of argument seems 
to be legitimized ar B, despite Epicurus’ rejection of the converse possibility that 
one sense might confute another: see 16A 6-7, B 4-7, and commentary. 

Although images are the immediate cause of vision, in regular Epicurean 
usage what we actually ‘sec’ is not normally the images but the external object 
itself, or ac least irs properties. This is che distinction underlying C, as C 1 shows — 
and not, as mighe otherwise have seemed equally possible, che distinction that 
we see not individual images bur only multiple series of images. C’s main object, 
however, is to defend the theory of images against the empirical objection that if 
there were such things we would perceive them. C3 can be interpreted as 
follows. [t may be claimed in support of this objection that single layers of atoms 
are regularly discerned, by the sense of touch, so that if there were images they 
too would be perceived. The answer is that we can never feel by touch a single 
layer of atoms in isself. We only feel the cumulative hardness of the multiple 
layers supporting it: remove these and the surface layer would become 
imperceptible even to the touch. 

Since the usual resemblance of impressions to external objects extends to the 
impressions of imagination too, even dream-impressions, they too must be 
caused by the impingement of images, extraordinarily fine ones capable of 
penetrating to the mind from outside our bodies (A 11, D2, 4-5; 14F 2). Both 
memory (cf. E) and the peculiar fearures of dreams (D 7 and 9) can be explained 
by such a theory. But why did Epicurus choose so cumbersome an account? One 
explanation may be that, if he admitted that imagination can operate with no 

external cause, he would be unable to exclude the possibility rhat sensation 
might itself sometimes be an equally internal fantasy of the sense-organs. Hence 
the Epicurean Diogenes of Oenvanda attacks the Stoic view that dreams are 
empty shadow-drawings of the mind’ (fr. 7 and new fr. 1, = g in vol 2; cf. 
(eee Epicurus denies that sensation can ever be ‘self-moved’ (16B 2). 
eh that ‘the focusing of thought into an impression’, the process of 

escribed and explained at D 7-8 (cf. 14E 2), was one which 
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Epicurus gave quite a serious role in his epistemology, probably for its use in our 
memory and mental assessment of empirical data {sec further on 17); this too 
might have been harder to sustain without some assurance that such visualiza- 
tion genuinely puts us in touch with external reality. Underlying both 
motivations there may also be a lingering Platonist assumption, so common in 
Greek thought, that if] succeed in thinking of x then x must objectively exist for 
me to think of. 

Bizarre fleeting pictures in imagination and dreaming arise from the 
impingement of isolated freak images, produced in mid-air either spontaneous- 
iy or by chance cohesion of images, e.g. of those of man and horse into that of 
Centaur (D 2~4; cf. A 4). Bur the modes of notion-farmation described in Fare, 
as the fuller Stoic exposition at 39D shows. internal mental processes in which we 
deliberately combine or otherwise modify our impressions. On this account we 
could deliberately create the mental notion of a Centaur by focusing on man and 
horse — that is, by apprehending streams of images of each — and internally 
synthesizing the resultant impressions. Whether the Epicureans adopted this full 
scheme from the Stoics or vice versa is unclear, bur that Epicurus himself made 
important use of one part of it in his theology does seem probable: see 23F. 

Further mechanical questions about sensation, e.g. the role of light in vision, 
and how the image manages to get into che eye, must be passed over here. 
Naturally the theory must in any case prove crude and unsatisfactory in certain 
desails. But the mediation of images in vision is sufficiently comparable to the 
mediation of light waves in the modem account to give the related 
epistemological thesis a live philosophical interest. This will be pursued in che 
next section. For A 12, see also 18 below. 


EPISTEMOLOGY 
16 The truth of all impressions 


A Lucretius 4.469-~521 


(1) Now, if someone thinks that nothing is known, one thing he doesn’t 
know is whether that can be known, since he admits to knowing nothing. 
I shall therefore not bother to argue my case against this man who has 
himself stood with his own head in his footprints. (2) And anyway, even 
allowing that he knows this, PH still ask him: given that he has never 
before seen anything true in the world, from where does he get his 
knowledge of what knowing and not knowing are? What created his 
preconception of true and false? And what proved to him that doubtful 
differs from certain? (3) You will find that the preconception of true has 
its Origin in the senses, and that the senses cannot be refuted. (4} For 
something of greater reliabiliry must be found, something possessing the 
intrinsic power to convict falsehoods with truths. Well, what should be 
considered to have greater reliability than the senses? (5) Will reason have 
the pawer to contradict them, if it is itself the product of false sensation? 
For reason is in its entirety the product of the senses, so that if che senses 
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are not true all reason becomes false as well. (6) Or will the ears have the 
power to confute the eyes, and touch to confute the ears? Or again, wili 
this sense of touch be denounced by the mouth’s taste, confuted by the 
nose, or convicted by the eyes? That is not, in my view, the way things 
are. For each has its own separate capacity and its own power, thus 
making it necessary that sensing what is soft, cold or hot be a separate 
operation from sensing the various colours of things and seeing whatever 
properties regularly accompany colours. Likewise the mouth’s taste has a 
separate power, the recognition of smells is separate, and separate again 
that of sounds. It necessarily follows that the senses cannot convict each 
other. (7) Nor. again, will they be able to confute themselves, since all 
will always have to be considered of equal reliability. (8) Hence whatever 
impression the senses get at any time is true. (9) Even if reason fails to 
explain why things which proved square when close up seem round ata 
distance, itis nevertheless better, when one’s reason proves inadequate, to 
give wrong explanations of the respective shapes, than to let the self- 
evident slip from one’s grasp and thus to violate the pnmary guarantee 
and shake the entire foundations on which life and survival rest. (10) For 
not only would all reason cave in, but life itself would instantly collapse, 
if you lost the confidence to trust your senses, and to avoid precipices and 
other such hazards while aiming towards things of the opposite kind. (11) 
Hence you will find that the entire battalion of words which has been 
marshalled and armed against the senses is futile. (12) Lastly, just as in a 
building, if the yardstick is defective at the outset, if the set square is 
misleading for lack of straight edges, and if the level has the slightest 
wobble anywhere in it, the inevitable result is that the whole house is 
made wrongly — crooked, distorted, bulging backwards and forwards, 
musproportioned — so much so that some parts seem already determined 
to cave in, and do cave in, alf betrayed by false initial criteria, so roo you 
will find that any account of the world must be distorted and false if it is 
based upon the falsity of the senses. 


B Diogenes Laertius 10.31-2 


(1) All sensation, he [Epicurus] says, is irrational and does not 
accommodate memory. (2) For neither is it moved by itself, nor when 
moved by something else is it able to add or subtract anything. (3) Nor 
does there exist that which can refute sensations: (4) neither can like sense 
refute like, because of their equal validity; (5) nor unlike unlike, since 
they are not discriminatory of the same things; (6) nor can reason, since 
reason depends on the senses; (7) nor can one individual sensation 
refute another, since they all command our attention. (8) And also the 
ct of sensory recognitions confirms the truth of sensations. (9) And our 
ting and hearing are facts, just as having a pain is. (10) Hence sign- 


interences about the non-evident should be made from things evident. 
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(11) [=15F} (:2) The fignients of madmen and dreaming are true. For 
they cause movement, whereas the non-existent does not move 
anything. he ae oS OK, ; 


C Anonymous Epicurean treatise on the senses (Herculaneum Papyrus 
19/698), cols. 17, 18, 22, 23, 25, 26, fT. 21 


(1) We hold that vision perceives visibles and touch tangibles, that the 
one is of colour, the other of body, and thar the one never interferes in the 
other's sphere of discrimination. For if it were the case that vision 
perceived the size and shape of body, it would much sooner perceive 
body itself... (2) <To see shape is only to perceive the colour's> outline, 
and often not even that. If, then, visible shape is nothing but the external 
positioning of the colours, and visible size nothing but the positioning of 
the majority of the colours in relation to what lies outside, it is perhaps 
possible for that whose function is to register colours themselves to 
perceive the external positioning of the colours . . . (3) So it is by recourse 
to analogy that shape and size are spheres of discrimination common to 
these senses: as the shape and size of the colour are to the colour, so the 
shape and size of the body are to the body: and as the colour is to visual 
perception, so the body is to perception by touch... (4) Apart from the 
very broad and general respects discussed above we do not hold that 
there is, in the direct way, a common sphere of discrimination. In the 
indirect way, the one which exhibits such generalicy that it could easily 
be called analogy, we could say that shape is their common sphere of 
discrimination . . . ($) Let us then add a reminder of what peculiar 
characteristic each of the senses exhibits, apart from the sensory 
recognition of their objects of discrimination. Well, the most peculiar 
characteristic of vision as compared to the other senses, apart from the 
discrimination of colours and the things related to chem, is the perception 
of shape at a distance, together with sensory recognition of the interval 
between itself and them. . . . (6) Touch, as far as its peculiar function is 


concerned, has [as its most peculiar characteristic] that of registering no i 


quality at all. As far as concerns its common function of registering the 
qualitative states of the flesh — a concomitant property of the other senses 


too — it has as its most peculiar characteristic that of registering different 
kinds of qualities: for as well as discriminating hard and soft, it perceives ; 


both hot and cold, both within itself and adjacent co itself. . a 
Although vision does not discriminate solidity, some people deceive 
themselves through thinking that it does. For they suppose that when we. 
see rocks vision through its simple application conveys their solidity- 
D Epicurus, Key doctrines 24 

If you fight against all sensations, you will not have a standard against | 
which to judge even those of them you say are mistaken. ' 
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E Sextus Empiricus, Against the professors 7.206-10 (Usener 247, part} 


{Summarizing Epicurus| {1} Some people are deceived by the difference 
among impressions seeming to reach us from the same sense-object, for 
example a visible object, such that the object appears to be of a different 
colour or shape, or altered in some other way. For they have supposed 
that, when impressions differ and conflict in this way, one of them must 
be tme and the opposing one false. This is simple-minded, and 
characteristic of those who are blind to the real nature of things. (2) For it 
is not the whole solid body that is seen — to take the example of visible 
things — but the colour of the solid body. And of colour, some is right on 
the solid body, as in che case of chings seen from close up or from a 
moderate distance, but some is outside the solid body and is objectively 
located in the space adjacent to it, as in the case of things seen froma great 
distance. This colour is altered in the intervening space, and takes on a 
peculiar shape. But the impression which it imparts corresponds to what 
is its own true objective state. (3) Thus just as what we actually hear is not 
the sound inside the beaten gong, or inside the mouth of the man 
shouting, but the sound which is reaching our sense, and just as no one 
says that the man who hears a faint sound from a distance is mishearing 
just because on approaching he registers it as louder, (4) so too I would 
not say that the vision is deceived just because from a great distance it sees 
the tower as small and round but from near-to as larger and square. 
Rather I would say thar it is telling the truth. Because when the sense- 
object appears to it small and of that shape it really is small and of that 
shape, the edges of the images getting eroded as a result of their travel 
through the air. And when it appears big and of another shape instead, it 
likewise is big and of another shape instead. But the two are already 
different from each other: for it is left for distorted opinion to suppose 
that the object of impression seen from near and the one seen from far off 
are one and the same. (5} The peculiar function of sensation is to 
apprehend only that which is present to it and moves it, such as colour, 
not to make the distinction that the object here is a different one from the 
object there. (6) Hence for this reason all impressions are true. Opinions, 
on the other hand, are nor all true but admit of some difference. Some of 
them are true, some false, since they are judgements which we make on 
the basis of our impressions, and we judge some things correctly, but 
some incorrectly, either by adding and appending something to our 


impressions or by subtracting something from them, and in general 
falsifying irrational sensation. 


F Sextus Empiricus. Against the professors 8.63 (Usener 253, part) 


(1) Epicurus used to say that all sensibles are true, and that every 
impression is the product of something existent and like the thing which 
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moves the sense; (2} and that those who say that some impressions are true 
but others false are wrong, because they cannot distinguish opinion from 
self-evidence. (3) At any rate, in the case of Orestes, when he seemed to 
see the Furies, his sensation, being moved by the images, was true, in that 
the images objectively existed; but his mind, in thinking that the Baas 
were solid bodies, held a false opinion. 


G Lucretius 4.353-63 


(1) When we see from far off the square towers of a city, the reason why 
they often seem round is that any corner is seen as blunted from a 
distance, or rather is not seen at all, its impact fading away and failing to 
complete the passage to our eyes, because during the images’ travel / 
through a large expanse of air the corner is forced to become blunt by the 
air's repeated buffetings. Thus, when all the comers simultaneously 
escape our sensation, it becomes as if the stone structures are being  ] 
smoothed on a lathe. (2) They are not, however, like things genuinely  ? 
round seen close-to, but seem to resemble them a little ina shadowy sort | 
of way. 


4 
H Lucretius 4.379-86 i { 


Nor in this [shadow illusions] do we admit that the eyes are in any way 
deceived. For their function is to see where light and shade are, But 
whether or not it is the same light, and whether the shadow that was here 
is the same one as is passing over there, or whether rather it happens in the 
way we said a moment ago, this falls to the mind’s reason to discern. The 
eyes cannot discover the nature of things. So do not trump up this charge 
against the eyes, for a fault which belongs to the mind. 


I Plutarch, Against Colotes 1109c—E (Usener 250, part) 


As for the famous ‘matching-sizes’ and ‘consonances’ of the passages 
belonging to the sense organs, and ‘multiple-mixtures’ of the seeds which 
they [the Epicureans] say are distributed through all flavours, smells and 
colours and move different sensations of quality in different people, do 
these not drive things together right into the ‘no more this than that’ 
class, on their view? For to reassure those who think that sensation is 
deceived because they see its users affected in opposite ways by the same 
things, they teach the doctrine that since all things are jumbled and mixed 
up together, and some things are of a nature to fit into some things, others 
into others, it is not the same quality that is being brought into contact 
and apprehended, nor does the object move everyone in the same way 
with all its parts; rather, all individuals encounter only the things ofa size 
to match their own sense, and therefore are wrong to dispute about 
whether the thing is good or bad or white or non-white in the belief that 
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by confuring each other's sensations they are confirming their own. One 
should not resist a single sensation, for they all make contact with 
something, each of them taking from the multiple mixture, as from a 
well, whatever is fitting and appropriate to itself. And when we are 
making contact with parts we should make no assertions about the 
whole. Nor should we think that everyone is affected in the same way, 
since some are affected by one quality and power, some by another. 


O Epicurus seems to envisage three possibilities: (a) all sensations are false; (6) some 


sensations are true and some are false; (c) all sensations are true. His dual task is to 
establish (c) by eliminating (a) and (b), andto explain précisely how (c) can be the 
case. For the latter purpose he makes use of his physical analysis of sensation (see 
15). For the former, with which we start, he could not use this analysis without 
circularity, since the physical analysis itself has co assume the accuracy of sense- 
perception among its premises. His method, therefore, is to show (a) to be 
inherently self-defeating, and (b) to be conceptually indefensible. 

Thesis (a), that al! sensations are false, is treated as tantamount to scepticism in 
A. Democritus’ doubts about the validity of sense-perception had been 
developed into a full-scale scepticism by his fourth-century followers, such as 
Mertrodorus of Chios, and Anaxarchus (see 1D}, and the reversal of this trend in 
atomist philosophy is one of Epicurus’ principal goals (see also 7, 12, and 20; 
Pyrrhonian scepticism, which denies both truth and falsity to sensations, 1F 4, is 
perhaps not directly addressed in the surviving arguments). Scepticism is self- 
refuting according to A 1, whose description of the sceptic’s contortions is a 
picturesque rendering of Epicurus’ technical term for self-refutation, 
perikatotrope, literally ‘turning around and down’ (cf. 20C 5). Scepticism is 
treated, not exactly as a sel-contradictory thesis, but as one to which fio one 


could consistently commit himself (cf. Aristotle, Metaphysics 11.5). Secondly - 


(A2), even to assert his thesis coherently the sceptic inevitably employs a 
distinction between ‘know’ and ‘not know’, and hence between ‘true’ and ‘false’ 
and between ‘certain’ and ‘doubtful’, since ‘true’ and ‘certain’ must feature in 
any definition of ‘know’. Yet the sceptic cannot admit ta knowing these 
distinctions. Third (A 4, D), any outright dismissal of the senses must appeal to 
some superior criterion of truth; but there is no such criterion independent of the 
senses — not even reason, which is itself a product of the senses (A 5, B 6), This: 
last claim is not explicitly defended, but probably reason was assumed to be- 
constituted from universa! conceptions, themselves the product of repeated 
sensory experience (see 17E for these ‘preconceptions’, and compare the Stoic 
account, 39E). Fourth — a standard anti-sceptic argument (cf. 40N) — the 
sceptical life is unlivable in practice (A 10-11; 69A 6), 

This rejection of (a) still leaves intact the widely-held thesis (b) that some 
semsanons are false. But that would only be a defensible position ifsome criterion 
were offered for distinguishing the true from the false impressions, and we have 
already seen that there is no such criterion other than the senses (A 4, D}. Can 
“Beaton refute sensation? E 

First if two impressions of a single sense (whether simultaneous impressions 

two perceivers or successive impressions of one observer does not matter) 
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disagree, they are both of ‘equal validity’ and we have no ground for choosing 
between them (A 7, B 4). As it stands, this is merely a formal pose adapted from 
the sceptic’s regular weaponry (cf. 72E). The sceptic expects the conclusion to be 
that neither should be accepted as true. But Epicurus, having refuted the 
sceptical thesis (a), secures instead the canclusion chat both must be accepted as 
true. How this can be so we will not learn until later, 

Second, it may be suggested that one sense provides the evidence to refute 
another (. (A 6, B5; cf. 72D), e.g. that the sense of touch reveals the falsity ofa 
visual impression of an oar in water as bent. Here the answer is that strictly the 
five senses are incommensurable, since each reports a different type of object. 
Vision discriminaces colour, smell odours, hearing sounds, taste favours. The 
position for touch is more complex. Strictly its peculiar abject is body per se as 
distinct from any of body’s qualities {C 1 and 6; the need for this restriction can 
be deduced from 5B 5-7, where the tangible-intangible antithesis is used to 
prove the exhaustiveness of the body—void dichotomy). Ít does, of course, 
discriminate qualities like hardness and heat in external objects, but this is more 
directly analysed (C6) as the discrimination of changes in the qualitative state af 
the perceiver's own flesh, Now Hellenistic usage speaks of ‘internal touch’ as che 

‘commion' sensory process by which the agent becomes aware of chang ges Within 
himself, including those incidental to rhe operations of his individual senses, and 
the Epicurean view seems to be that it is only by exploiting this function that 
touch gains access to external qualities. Even though this technically subsumes 
the apprehension of qualities under a common, not a peculiar, function of touch, 
touch is umique in registering ‘different kinds’ of qualities ~ perhaps different 
from its own special object (body), or, more simply, different from each other. 
This is apparently held to make it legitimate, with qualificanon, to speak of 
texture and temperature as peculiar objects of touch (A6, C6). 

The list of the senses’ peculiar objects can be extended ~ cf. C 5. But are there 
ho common objects, wich regard to which one sense could refute another? 
Shape, for example? Even here the data of couch and vision are strictly 
incommensurable: C 1-4. Touch discriminates body, and hence, secondarily, 
the shape of body. Vision discriminates colour, and hence, secondarily, the shape 
of colour. or alternatively ‘shape at a distance’ (C 5). Thus the convention that 
shape is a common object of touch and vision amounts to no more than an 
analogy between two quite distinct sensory functions and their objects (C 3-4}. 
So too in general, provided one does not expect any individual sense to exceed its 
actual cognitive capacity (ct. C 7, E2), no conflict between sense-impressions 
will arise. 

The five senses, chen, cannot formally contradict each other. It follows that 
they cannot confirm each other's data either. Yet Epicurus is not wrong oF 
inconsistent to allow some measure of mutual support between, say, touch and 
vision, as his arguments at 15A 11 and 15B scemed to require (see commentary 
ad loc.). For a regular pattern of correlation between tangible shape and visible 
shape is certainly most easily explained by a theory which makes both derivative 
from the object’s actual shape. {It is in that light that 15A 9 must be read.) 

By the elimination of (a) and (b), then, (c) is established: all sensations are true.. 
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An altemative formulation often reported is that all ‘impressions’ are true, This 


broader term differs in including non-sensory impressions, such ay those of 
shall see, although this may sometimes be only trivially so from the point of 
view of knowledge of the external world. Hence che narrower formula, which 
alone of the two is capable of providing ‘criteria’ of truth (sec 17), is generally 
regarded as che more interesting one. 

What does the slogan amount to? The Greek word for ‘true’ can also mean 


‘real’. But ideally the thesis should be interpreted in a stronger sense than ‘all 


sensations are real events’, if it is to provide any substantial alternative to 
scepticism: explanations of the type offered by B 9 and 12 will at best give us one 
strand of the tull theory. Nor, on the other hand, can the truth referred to exactly 
be that appropriate to propositions, for unlike the Stoics (see 39) Epicurus is 
insistent that sensations are entirely irrational events, involving no inferpret- 
ation at all {B 1, E 5-6. cf. H). The most promising lead is provided by F 1: the 
sense-im pression is true because it always (1) is caused by something external, 
atid (2) accurately depicts chat external thing. The excernal thing will not, at least 
in the case of sight, be the perceived solid object itself, but the ‘images’ which 
arrive from it (see 15), in whatever state they may be in ac the moment of arrival 
at the eye. This need not, as may at first appear, jeopardize the Epicurean view 
that what we actually see is normally the external object, not the images from it 
(see on 15). The point is best pursued by the analogy of a photograph. A 
photograph is properly regarded as a photograph of an external object, not of 
light waves, yer is ‘true’ noc in so far as it accurately depicts the shape and colour 
of the object itself ~ it may well not do, e.g. because of perspective, and the use of 
a black and white film — but in so far as (to simplify somewhat) it accurately 
reports che pattern of Jight waves arriving at the Jens, and thus provides bona fide 
evidence abour the external object reflecting the light. Similarly a visual 
impression is properly regarded as an impression ofan external object, not of the 
mediating images, yet is ‘true’ not because it accurately depicts the shape and 
colour of the object itself — it may well nor do, e.g. because of the distortion 
undergone by the images in transit (C 3-5, E 2—4, G; 15A 4), and the insensitivity 
of sense~organs to some grades of particle in them (I) — bur because it accurately 
reports the state of the images entering the eye, and thus provides bona fide 
evidence about the external object emitting the images. Again, we do not fee! 
any conflict between a photograph of Socrates looking small and indistinct and 
one of Socrates looking large and clear. We expect them to differ, because their 
objects are different, one being of Socrates distant, the other of Socrates near-by. 
So too, since vision’s province is to report not actual bodily shape but ‘shape at a 
distance’ (C 5), we feel no conflict becween the far-off and clese-up views of the 
sme square tower (E 4, G): naturally we expect a far-off tower to look different 
from a near-by tower, since they constitute different objects of sensation (E 4). 
We can legiiimately maintain this expectation whether or not our chosen 
Physical explanation of the optical difference is the correct one: what matters is 
that it has some physical basis (Ag). And in general, what makes the camera 
unable to lie, and likewise the eye's reports true, is precisely their purely 
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mechanical character, their inability to embroider or interpret (B 1, E 5—6, H). 
We trust the camera so long as we believe it to be accurately reporting patterns of 
light waves reaching it from outside. We would distrust it if it were shown (a) to _ 
distort them, (b) to add to them, (c) to delete parts of them, or (d) to manufacture 
pictures by a purely internal process, Analogously, we should trust our vision so 
long as it is not shown {a) to distort the images while absorbing them, (b) to add 

to them, (c) to subtract from them, or (d) to be ‘self-moved', without the ; 
mediation of images: see especially B 2. All error lies in the interpretation of | 
these sense-impressions by opinion (E6, F, H; 15A 10-12, D9), and it is ' 
emphasized that opinion, although causally dependent on the irrational and 
mechanical process of sensation, is itself a rational and non-mechanical process 
(15A. 12: it is in the ‘self’, and has ‘differentiation’ — for these difficult but 
important notions see 20B 5 with commentary). 

The theory seems to provide a promising answer to the standard sceptical 
appeals to optical illusion (cf. 72E-F). The visual impression of an oar in the 
water as bent is perfectly true — not as an impression of the car's intrinsic bodily 
shape, on which vision is not qualified to pronounce, but, we might say, as an 
impression of the shape of its colour through a mixed medium of water and air, 
Apparently, though, the theory has to cope with cases of oucrighr delusion too 
(F, cf. B 12). Can it assign truth to these without becoming entirely trivial? The 
example in F3 is Orestes’ delusion thar he was seeing the Furies, fearsome 
women with snakes for hair. Presumably he encountered some freak images of 
this kind, produced by the chance cohesion of separate images trom women and 
snakes (15D 2~3), and in his disturbed condition failed to recognize them as mere 
fleeting impressions without a solid body for their source (cf. 15D 6 on similar 
failures of judgement in dreams). According to Epicurus, his sensation was true 
because the images existed, but his judgement that there were solid Furies was 
mistaken. in partial support of the analysis, we could compare our vision of a 
rainbow, which we are quite prepared to call ‘true’ — because it is an accurate 
report of the light waves reaching us. We would only call it deceptive if it were 
coupled with the mistaken judgement that the rainbow was a solid body. And 
then the fault would strictly lie in the judgement. 

With the provinces of the senses as narrowly circumscribed as we have seen 
they are, how informative can they be about the nature of external objects? 
Clearly they are natan infallible guide. But, like photographs, sense-impresstons 
do provide genuine evidence, which properly handled can lead to crue 
judgements about external reality. We need never mistake the shape of a distant 
square tower, (a) because vision discriminates the distance of its objects (C 5) and 
thus warns us not to judge their shape prematurely; (b) because there is a 
difference between the apparent roundness of the discant square tower and the 
apparent roundness of the near-by round tower (G 2); and (c) because we cam, 
and should, wait for 2 close-up view (cf. 18A 2), in which distortion of the 
images is minimized and the data of vision show a regular and encouraging 
correlation to those of touch. Sound judgement in the assessment of sensory data 
is crucial. Epicurus’ defence of the truth of sensations implies a vindication, 
against Democritus’ denial, of the reality of sensible properties. For the. 
theoretical consequences of this, see especially 7 and 20. 
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A Diogenes Laertius 10.31 ` i 


(1) Thus Epicurus, in the Kanon (‘Yardstick’}, says that sensations, 
preconceptions and feelings are the criteria of truth. (2) The Epicureans 
add the ‘focusings of thought into an impression’. 


B Epicurus, Key doctrines 24 


(1) If you are going to reject any sensation absolutely, and not distinguish 
opinions reliant on evidence yet awaited from what is already present 
through sensation, through feelings, and through every focusing of 
thought into an impression, you will confound all your other sensations 
with empty opinion and consequently reject the criterion in its entirety. 
(2) And if you are going to treat as established both all the evidence yet 
awaited in your conjectural conceptions, and that which has failed to 
<earn > attestation, you wijl not exclude falsehood, so that you will 
have removed all debate and all discrimination between correct and 
incorrect. 


C Epicurus, Letter to Herodotus 37-8 


(1) First, then, Herodotus, we must grasp the things which underlie 
words, so that we may have them as a reference point against which to 
judge matters of opinion, inquiry and puzzlement, and not have 
everything undiscriminated for ourselves as we attempt infinite chains of 
proofs, or have words which are empty. For the primary concept 
corresponding to each word must be seen and need no additional proof, 
if we are going to have a reference point for matters of inquiry, 
puzzlement and opinion. (2) Second, we should observe everything in 
the light of our sensations, and in general in the light of our present 
focusings whether of thought or of any of our discriminatory faculties, 
and likewise also in the light of the feelings which exist in us, in order to 


have a basis for sign-inferences about evidence yet awaited and about the 
non-evident, 


D Epicurus, Letter to Herodotus 82 


So we should pay heed to those feelings which are present in us, and to 
Our sensations — universal sensations for universal matters, particular ones 
for particular matters — and to all self-evidence which is present by virtue 
of each of the discriminatory faculties. 


E Diogenes Laertius 10.33 


i . . Saat 2 
(O Preconception, they [the Epicureans] say, is as it were a perception, or 
ct Opinion, or conception, or universal ‘stored notion’ (ie. 
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memory), of that which has frequently become evident externally: e.g. 
‘Such and such a kind of thing is a man.’ (2) For as soon as the word ‘man’ 
is uttered, immediately its delineation also comes to mind by means of 
preconception, since the senses give the jead. (3) Thus what primarily 
underlies each name is something self-evident. (4) And what we inquire 
about we would not have inquired about if we had not had prior 
knowledge of it. For example: ‘Is what's standing over there a horse or a 
cow?’ For one must at some time have come to know the form of a horse 
and that of a cow by means of preconception. ($) Nor would we have 
named something if we had not previously learnt its delineation by 
means of preconception. (6) Thus preconceptions are self-evident. (7) 
And opinion depends on something prior and self-evident, which is our 
point of reference when we say, e.g., ‘How do we know if this is a man?” 


Epicurus’ term for epistemology is Canonic, and his handbook on the subject 
was called the Kanan (A1). A kanon was a yardstick or ruler, used for 
determining straightness or for measurement, and the term throws light on 
another used almost interchangeably with ic in Hellenistic epistemology, 
‘criterion’ (Al, Br; 15A 13, 16A; the Greek word kriterion is also used by 
Epicurus at C 2, D and 15A 11 fora cognitive “discriminatory taculty’, but this is 
a slightly different sense). In Epicurus’ wake it becomes virtually obligatory for 
every doctrinaire Hellenistic philosopher ro name one or more ‘criteria of truch’ 
(cf. 40) — more literally ‘means of discrimination’, and hence yardsticks or 
ultimate arbiters, of truth, themselves nor subject to any higher authority; cf. 
16A 4, ‘something possessing the incrinsic power to convict falsehoods with 
truths’. Thus itis often said of sucha criterion that itis ‘self-evident’ (cf. D,E 3,7; 
15A 13). An opinion is judged true or false by measuring it up against one or 
more criteria. 

Sensagonsare the first of Epicurus’ three criteria (A r, B r. D; cf. 7B 5; 14A 1; 
154 9). tvides them into ‘universal’ and ‘particular’. Universal sensations 
will be, not universal judgements based on sensation, since opinion being fallible 
(see 16) is ineligible as a criterion, but collections of similar sensations filed away 
in the memory as firm criteria for inductive judgements. Thus the ‘universal 
sensation’ which in 5B 2 provides the evidence that bodies exist is identical with 
the sensation which in 5A 2 bears witness ‘universally’, literally ‘in all cases’, to 
the existence of body. Precisely how empirical and scientific generalizations are 
tested against this criterion of universal sensation will be considered in 18. 

The testing of particular opinions against particular sensations is plausibly 
illustrated by the example used in 18A 2. You provisionally judge a distant 
figure to be Plato. The judgement will include the expectation that seen close up 
he will be of such and such an appearance. When the figure is close enough, that 
expectation is tested against the features of the new impression and the 
judgement accepted or rejected accordingly. Error, if it occurs, will lie in the; 
opinion which you form, not in the sense-impression. 

{Preconception (profépsis), a key term in Hellenistic epistemology (cf. 40) 
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whose introduction is reliably attributed to Epicurus, provides the second 
criterion. E is the principal evidence on it, but itis generally recognized to be the 
topic of Cx too (cf. especially E 3); the avoidance of the term itself in C will 
merely reflect Epicurus’ concern in the opening moves of his physical exposition 
to appeal to the most general possible considerations, leaving the more heavily 
theory-laden terms to emerge in due course. A preconception is a generic nonon 
of any type of object of experience, the concept naturally evoked by the name of 
that ching, as explained in E 1-2. Normally it will be synthesized out of repeated 
experiences of something external (E1). Examples are body (12E 2); man 
(13F 4}; ucilicy (13E 4, 19B4, and cf. 22B 2); truth (16A 2-3); and all properties 
of bodies (7B 6). It may, however, include data of introspection — our own 
responsibility, or agency (20C 4, 8), and the desirability of pleasure (214, 4) -and 
perhaps even, in a secondary way, empirically derived conceptions of the 
microscopic (11B 7). 

The preconception of god is hard to allocate between these categories (see 
23B-E, and commentary). Theology nevertheless provides a useful illustration 
af the function of preconception as 2 criterion in Hellenistic debate. Thearies 
about the gods are expected to measure up to our preconception of god. Sraics 
and others will claim chat we preconceive god as provident (54K). Bur the 
Epicureans deny that this is a real preconception (23B) on the grounds (a) that it 
conflicts with a more secure or fundamental preconception, that of god as 
blessed (cf. 23C); and (b) thar the false quasi-preconception can be explained 
away as the product of faulty inference (23A 3-6). 

While its empirical or natural origin must provide the ultimate justification 
for using preconception as a criterion of truth, the more general ground offered 
in 1 is its indispensabilicy as a starting-point in philosophy. Uniess something is 
taken as given, our inquiries will be drawn into a vicious regress of proofs. The 
danger of such a regress is an evident and familiar one (cf. Aristotle, Posterior 
Analytics 1,3), but why are preconceptions, in their guise of the meanings 
underlying words, singled out as the criterion capable of halting it? It is as a 
matter of fact, from Epicurus on, a philosophical commonplace that preconcep- 
tions are what make inquiry possible (cf. 40T), and to see why we must compare 
E 4 with Plato's conception of dialectic as developed in the Meno and Phaedo. 
Starting from Meno's celebrated paradox that you could not inquire about 
something unless you already knew what it was, Plato evolved the view that 
when we inquire into something we do in a way already know what itis, thanks 
to our soul's half-forgotten pre-natal experience — more specifically {in the 
Phaedo) thanks to its pre-natal acquaintance with the transcendent Form of the 
thing concerned, E 4 strongly suggests that Epicurus saw his ‘preconception’ as 
an alternative response to Meno’s paradox, providing the sort of prior 
acquaintance (hence ‘pre-’) required as a basis of inquiry, but without such 
unacceptable by-products as separated universals and pre-natal existence (for 
another way in which preconceptions serve to replace Platonic Forms, cf. 
BF 4). In consequence, its importance as a criterion lies especially in ics 
oo that we know what the things we are discussing actually are. Our 

Jechures about them can be directly rested against that knowledge, and we 
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avoid endiess and inconclusive arguments about mere ‘empty words’ (cf. also 
191-J; 20C 8). 


3) eS ee I, Bı, C2, D). The Greek word 
pathos varies between objective ‘affection’ — being acted upon or affected — and 
subjective ‘feeling’. For example the compound spmpatheia, translated ‘co- 
affection’ at 14A 1, 4 (cf. 14B 3), and 15A 5, 8, and ‘interaction’ in contexts like 
45C, tends to the former use but with some hint of the latter. In the present 
context ‘feeling’ seems the more appropriate transiation. The primary ‘feelings; 
are reported to be pleasure and pain (preamble to 16E in vol. 2; cf. 7C 5). which 
constitute the sole Epicurean ethical criterion, the standard for all chdice and 
avoidance (21B2; Diogenes Laertius 10.34; Cicero, On ends 1.2273). But 
although later Scepticism makes a sharp distinction beeween criteria of truth, 
which it rejects, and criteria for action, which it in a sense accepts, it is doubtful 
whether Epicurus separated the two. He would, at least, take it that beliefs about 
the moral value of things can have as much objective truth as beliefs about their 
physicalnature (cf. 7D; 161; p. 147), and that feelings are the arbiters of that truth. 
Itis in any case clear that feelings play a critical role in physics too (C zand D come 
from Epicurus’ physical treatise}, namely as our source of introspective data for 
ascertaining the nature ofthe soul (14A 1—2, cf. 14B). It may well be that all such 
feelings wouid be subsumed under the headings ‘pleasure’ and ‘pain’ (cf. 7C §). 


According to À 2 Epicurus’ followers added a fourth criterion to the list, the 
focusing of thought into an impression. Epicurus treats any deliberate mental act 

ty a ‘focusing’ (epibale), but the species of focusing picked out here is that which 
invol¥és a sense-like mental impression — that is, the process explained at 15D 7- 
8 of imagining something external by apprehending its ‘image’. That Epicurus 
himself assigned cognitive importance to this process is clear from B 1, C2, and 
D (where ‘faculties’ includes thought, cf. 15A 11), and we know too that such 
impressions technically come out ‘true’ on his theory (see 16). indeed, the need. 
to think accurately about empirical data is obvious enough, especially, in 
‘universal sensation’, but perhaps also in determining what is and what is not im 
principle imaginable, a standard to which Epicurus often appeals (cf. 5A 4; 7B 5; 
10C 1; 14A 6-7, G). 

If the Epicureans thought that such ‘focusing’ was one of Epicurus’ criteria o 
truth, they had some evidence in his writings co encourage the belief. But 
Epicurus himself refrained from so calling it is not surprising: it would have 
odd to suggest that we can test a cheory about external objects merely by closini 
our eyes and imagining them. The imaginative process must be strictly an 
to the criterion of direct sensory acquaintance. {For a possible exception in 







special case of the gods, see 23, especially pp. 145-7.) -ah 
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A Sextus Empiricus, Against the apo OX (Usener 247, pay 





(1) Of opinions, then, according to Epicurus, some are true, some Eg 
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True are those attested and those uncontested by self-evidence; false are 
those contested and those unattested by self-evidence. (2) Attestation 
is perception through a self-evident impression of the fact that the object 
of opinion is such as it was believed to be. For example, if Plato is 
approaching from far off, I form the conjectural opinion, owing to the 
distance, that it is Plato. But when he bas come close, there is further 
testimony that he is Plato, now thar the gap is reduced, and it is attested 
by the self-evidence itself. (3) Non-contestation is for that which is 
evident to follow from the non-evident thing posited and believed. For 
example, Epicurus, in saying that there is void, which is non-evident, 
confirms this through the self-evident fact of motion. For if void does nat 
exist, there ought not to be motion either, since the moving body would 
lack a place to pass into as a result of everything's being full and solid. 
Therefore the non-evident thing believed is uncontested by that which is 
evident, since there is motion. (4) Contestation, on the other hand, is 
something which conflicts with non-contestation. For it is the elimina- 
tion of that which is evident by the positing of the non-evident thing. For 
example, the Stoic says that void does not exist, judging something non= 
evident; but once this is posited about it, that which is evident, namely 
motion, ought to be co-eliminated with it. For if void does not exist, 
necessarily motion does not occur either, according to the method 
already demonstrated. (5) Likewise, too, non-attestation is opposed to 
attestation, being confrontation through self-evidence of the fact that the 
object of opinion is not such as it was believed to be. For example, if 
someone is approaching from far off, we conjecture, owing to the 
distance, that he is Plato. But when the gap is reduced, we recognize 
through self-evidence that it is not Plato. That is what non-attestation is 
like: the thing believed was not attested by the evident. (6) Hence 
attestation and non-contestation are the criterion of something’s being 
true, while non-attestation and contestation are the criterion of its being 
false. And self-evidence is the foundation and basis of everything. 











B Diogenes Laertius 10.34 


(t) Opinion they also call ‘supposition’, and they say that it is true and 
false. If it is attested or uncontested, it is true; if it is unattested or 
Contested, it comes out false. (2) Hence their introduction of ‘that which 
ts awaited’ — for example, waiting and getting near the tower and 
g how it appears from near by. 







> Epicurus, Letter to Pythocles 85-8 


i) First, we should not think chat any other end is served by knowledge 
t celestia] events, whether they be discussed in a context or in isolation, 
freedom from disturbance and firm confidence, just as in the other 
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areas of discourse. (2) And neither should we force through what is 
impossible, nor should we in all areas keep our study similar either to 
discourses on the conduct of life or to those belonging to the solution af 
the other problems of physics, for example that the totality of things is 
body and intangible substance, or that there are atomic elements, and all 
the theses of this kind which are uniquely consistent with things evident. 
In the case of celestial events this is not the case: both the causes of their 
coming to be and the accounts of their essence are multiple. (3) For 
physics should not be studied by means of empty judgements and 
arbitrary fiat, but in the way that things evident require. What our life 
needs is not private theorizing and empty opinion, but an untroubied 
existence. (4) Now in respect of all things which have a multiplicity of 
explanations consistent with things evident, complete freedom from 
trepidation results when someone in the proper way lets stand whatever 
is plausibly suggested about them. But when someone allows one 
explanation while rejecting another equally consistent with what is 
evident, he is clearly abandoning natural philosophy altogether and 
descending into myth. (5) Signs relating to events in the celestial region 
are provided by certain of the things familiar and evident — things whose 
mode of existence is open to view — and not by things evident in the 
celestial region. For these latter are capable of coming to be in multiple 
ways. (6) We must, nevertheless, observe our impression of each one; and 
we must distinguish the events which are connected with it, events 
whose happening in multiple ways is uncontested by familiar events. 


D Lucretius 5.509-33 . 2 1? ce 


(1) Let us now sing what are the causes of the heavenly bodies’ motions. 
(2) First, if the great sphere of the sky rotates, we must say that the air 
exerts pressure on its pole at each end, and holds it imprisoned from both 
sides; and that then other air flows above and travels in the direction in! 
which the shining stars of the fixed heavens rotate; (3) or else other ail 

flows below, and pushes the sphere up in the opposite direction, just as wg 
see rivers turn water-wheels and their scoops. (4) Another possibility i 
that the sky as a whole is stationary while the bright heavenly bodi 
move: ($) whether because fast aether currents, trapped within th 
world, go round seeking an outlet and spin fires all through the noctuma 
zone of the sky; (6) or because air owing from somewhere else, outsid 
the world, drives the fires to rotate; (7) or because they themselves havi 
the power to edge forward in the direction in which their food entic 
them as they travel, pasturing their fiery bodies ail through the sky” 
For itis hard to state with certainty which of these is the case in our WOE 
But what I am expounding is what is possible, and happens in the varig 
worlds variously formed throughout the universe, and my proced 
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_to set outa plurality of causes which are able to be those of the motions of 
the heavenly bodies throughout the universe. Of them, one must aiso be 
the cause which gives the heavenly bodies their power of motion in our 
world. But it isnot thejob of one who proceeds with caution to lay down 
which of them it is. i : ; 


E Lucretius 6.703—II Both 


There are also a number of things of which it is not enough to name one 
cause, but rather many causes, one of which will however be the actual 
one — just as, if you were yourself to see at a distance the dead body ofa 
man, it would be appropmiate to list all the causes of death, so as to include 
the specific cause of his death. For you would noc be able to establish that 
he had died by the sword, from cold, from disease, or by poison; yet we 
know that it was something of this kind that happened to him. And 
likewise in many other matters we are in a position to say the same. 


F Philodemus, On signs 11.32-12.31 


(x) For granted that ‘If the first, then the second” is true whenever ‘If not 
the second, not the first either’ is crue, ic does not therefore follow that 
only the Elimination Method is cogent. (2) For ‘Ifnot the second, not the 
first either’ comes out true sometimes in as much as, when the second is 
hypothetically eliminated, by its very elimination che first is eliminated 
too — (3) as in ‘If there is motion, there is void’, since, when void is 
hypothetically eliminated, by its mere elimination motion will be 
eliminated too, so that such a case fits the Elimination type — (4) but 
sometimes not in this way but because of the very inconceivability of the 
first being, or being of this kind, but the second not being, or not being of 
this kind: (5) for instance, ‘If Plato is a man, Socrates is a man too.’ For 
given that this is true, ‘If Socrates is not a man, Plato ts not a man either’ 
comes out true as well, not because by the elimination of Socrates Plato is 
co-eliminated, but because it is impossible to conceive of Socrates not 


being a man but Plato being a man. And that belongs to the Similarity 
Method. 


G Philodemus, On signs 34.29-36.17 


(1) Those who attack sign-inference by similarity dé not notice the 
difference between the aforementioned [senses of ‘in so far as’), and how 
We establish the ‘in so far as’ premise, such as, for instance, that man in so 
far as he is man is mortal. .. . (2) For we establish the necessary connexion 
bf this with that from the very fact that it has been an observed 
goacomitant of all the instances which we have encountered, especially as 
ee We met a variety of animals belonging to the same type which while 
nng from each other in all other respects all share such-and-such 
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common characteristics. (3) Thus we say that man, in so far as and in that 
he is man, is mortal, because we have encountered a wide variety of men 
without ever finding any variation in this kind of accidental attribute, or 
anything that draws us towards the opposite view. (4) So this is the 
method on which the establishment of the premise rests, both for this 
issue and for the others in which we apply the ‘in so far as’ and ‘in that’ 
construction — the peculiar connexion being indicated by the fact that the 
one thing is the inseparable and necessary concomitant of the other. (5) 
The same is not true in the case of what is established merely by the 
elimination of a sign. But even in these cases, it is the fact that all che 
instances which we have encountered have this as their concomitant that 
does the job of confirmation. For it is from the fact that all familiar 
moving objects, while having other differences, have it in common that 
their mogon is through empty spaces, that we conclude the same to be 
without exception true also in things non-evident. And our reason for 
contending that if there is not, or has not been, fire, smoke should be 
eliminated, is that smoke has been seen in ali cases without exception to 
be a secretion from fire. (6) Another error which they make js in not 
noticing our procedure of establishing that no obstacle arises through 
things evident. For the existence of chance and of that which depends on 
us is not sufficient ground for accepting the minimal swerves of atoms: it 
is necessary to show in addition that nothing eise self-evident conflicts 
with the thesis. 


Sensory experience is a guaranteed, or ‘self-evident’, standard against which the 
trath or falsity of an opinion is to be judged (Å r; cf. 17). More explicitly, 
Spinions about facts which fall potentially within our direct experience are said 
to be verified if ‘artested’ by things evident, falsified if ‘unattested’; correspond- 
ingly, scientific theories about the non-evident are verified if ‘uncontested’ by 
things evident, falsified if ‘contested’. These distinctions are nowhere seated with 
full precision, but seem to underlie A (cf. B; 15A 22), and correspond ta actual 
Epicurean practice (cf. 12A r; 15A 1—5; 22B 2). 

The example of attestation in A2 looks straightforward: see further 17, 
commentary. In As, on the other hand, one may wonder why direct 
observation that an opinion is false would receive the weak characterization of 
‘non-attestation’. Why is che opposite of attestation not positive contestation? A 
probable answer is that attestation and non-attestation were conceived 
primarily as scientific methods, and hence as means of testing empirical 
generalizations, e.g., as in 22B, that such and such a type of behaviour is socially 
beneficial. In such cases non-attestation ~ failure to discover confirmatory 
instances— will normally be a sufficient ground for rejecting the hypothesis, and 
perhaps the only possible ground. 

A may consequently be accused of a certain superficiality in its choice of. 
example. It is generally regarded as our prime text on Epicurean methodology»; 
bur its credentials are in fact rather suspect. Sextus’ source for it was almost: 
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certainly a first-cencury B.C. history of epistemology by Antiochus of Ascalon, 
some of whose other reports of earlier philosophers were alarmingly 
unhistorical. Indeed, we will argue at the end of this section that his account of 
non-contestation and contestation in A 3—4 rests on 2 gross error. In the mean 
time his evidence will be treated with caucion. 

A3 takes it that an opinion about the non-evident is ‘uncontested’ by 
something evident only when it follows from it. In the example chosen the 
evident thing is the fact of motion, while the non-evidenc thing said to follow 
from it is its explanans, the existence of void. But while Epicurus certainly took 
the latter to follow from the former (5A 3; 6A), there is little reason to think char 
he regarded this as an example of mere 'non-contestanion’ by phenomena. That 
expression {ouk antimarturesis, literally 'no councer-evidence’} plainly implies 
nothing stronger than consistency with phenomena, and when Epicurus appeals 
to the principle the phenomena invoked are not, asin A 3, the explanandum itself, 
but analogous phenomena within our direct experience. This is repeatedly 
emphasized in his Letter to Pythocles on celestial events (cf. C 5—6}: an explanation 
ofa celestial phenomenon is acceptable ifand only if comparable causal processes 
are observed within our direet experience (cf. D 3). Similarly, the immense 
fineness attributed to the ‘images’ which account for vision and imagination is 
justified as ‘uncontested by anything evident’ at 15A 3, and the fuller arguments 
supplied by Lucretius (4.1 10-28) are of just the kind thar this phraseology leads 
us to expect: for example, the analogy of barely visible insects, whose individual 
organs must be far below the threshold of perception. Clearly what provision of 
such analogies establishes primarily is that the scientific theory in question is 
possible. Yet somehow this test ofnon-contestation is supposed to establish truth 
as well: A r, Br; 15A 12. 

This surprising claim is substantiared in three ways. Note, first, that the 
hypothesis to be tested is selected not at random but for its explanatory value in a 
specific scientific inquiry: e.g. G 6 (comparing 11H 4; 20); 12E 2-3; 15A 5. It may 
often tum out in such a contexc that of several possible explanatory hypotheses 
only ane survives the test of consistency with phenomena. And fortunately the 
basic tenets of Epicurean atomism are held ro fall into this class: C2. Such 
theories, then, should be unequivocally accepted as true. 

It may, secondly, be the case that some thesis proves for theoretical reasons to 
be the only one capable of being entertained in the first place. Even so, to be 
accepted as true it still requires non-contestation in the form ofan analogy which 
can show it to be possible and perhaps provide a model for our understanding of 
it, Probable examples can be found at 9A 9; 11B7; 12D 4, E4. 

In a third kind of case, notably the explanation of celestial phenomena (but 
not solely: cf. 15A 4—5), several alternative theses may prove to be both equally 
useful and equally consistent with phenomena within our direct experience: C. 
When this happens, it is proper to accept them all — and not just as possible, but 

s 1n a way, as true. For in an infinite universe nothing intrinsically possible 
could fail to be realized somewhere: D8. Sometimes, indeed, more than one 
may be operating concurrently in our own world. More often only one will 
obtin here, others in other worlds; but even then the only proper scientific 
Procedure is to adopt all the explanations, without attempting an arbitrary 
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choice between them: C4, D8, E. Thus the power of non-contestation to 
establish ‘truth’ is technically salvaged even in cases such as these. 

Non-contestation, then, emerges asa principle of verification best understood 
within the context of Epicurean science. It characteristically exploits che analogy 
of directly observed facts and processes to confirm hypotheses formed in the 
course of constructing a comprehensive scientific theory. But whether all of the 
many analogies employed in Epicurean physical argument belong under one or 
other of the three types of non-contestation is debatable. 

Later Epicureans under the leadership of Zeno of Sidon (c. 100 B.c.) continued 
discussion of these issues in opposition to recent Stoic theories of ‘signs’ (cf. 42G- 
H), and one of them, Philodemus, wrote a work On signs whose surviving 
fragments preserve some of the exchanges. While accurately reporting the 
essentially confirmatory role of non~contestation (see G 6), these Epicureans for 
their own part had shifted their interest to analysis of che precise ways in whicha 
hidden entity or fact can ‘follow’, ar be inferable, fram its phenomenal ‘sign’. 
The Stoics of their day held that the only vatid connexion ot this kind was one af 
strict logical entailment (the regular Stoic term is ‘cohesion’ — see 35B). Such 
connexions are certified by the Elimination Method (cf. F 2-3): q follows from p 
if and only if when q is ‘eliminated’ p is thereby ‘co-eliminated’. The Epicureans 
also accepe this as a valid inferential principle, but add a second, the Similarity 
Method. The difference is as follows. The Similarity Method grounds inferences 
ofthe form ‘If (or 'since’} x is F, y is F’, where y's similarity to x is held to make it 
‘inconceivable’ that y should lack an essential predicate of x (cf. F 4-5). Such 
similarity may be direct, as in the inductive inference to the mortality ofall men 
from that of men within our experience (cf. G 3); or analogical, as in certain basic 
Epicurean derivations of properties of atoms from those of sensible bodies. The 
Elimination Method is reserved by the Epicureans for cases where na such 
similarity obtains, notably for inferences from a phenomenal explanandum to its 
hidden explanans, such as the argument from motion to void (cf. F 2-3, G§, 
where the parallel ‘smoke’ example illustrates their tendency ro confiate logical 
with empirical connexion). But although the latter type of inference formaily 
goes through by the Elimination Method, they insist that this does not constitute 
in itself a true ‘sign-inference’, probably because it is incapable by itself of 
revealing anything. All the hard work of ‘confirmation’ is done in 2 logically 
prior stage by the Similaricy Method, which infers from the exceptionless 
dependencé of motion within our experience on empty space that motion is 
altogether impossible without empty space (G 5); the Elimination Method is 
then called in merely to make che formal and relatively trivial step which this 
sanctions from atomic motion, at the non-evident level, to truly empty space, 
ie. void, at the non-evident level. The Stoics overvalue the deductive 
Elimination Method, ir is alleged, because they fail to appreciate its complete 
dependence on empirical premises inductively established by the Similarity 
Methad. 

We are now in a position to diagnose the error of Antiochus, the probable 
source of A 3's exegesis of Epicurean ‘non-contestation’. Seeking illustration of 
the method, he has dipped into a contemporary Epicurean handbook, probably 
the On signs itself. Not finding the precise rerm in such relevant passages as G6, 
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he has mistakenly associated ic instead with a current Epicurean preoccupation, 
the Elimination Method. Read out of context, passages like F 2-3 will yield just 
the illustration given in A 3, chat the existence of void follows from that of 
mocion, because {as A 4 explains) if void is ‘eliminated’ mation is thereby ‘co- 
eliminated’. But the assumed equivalence of this principle ro non-contestarion, 
the implication that tt is itself sufficient to ‘confirm’ the existence of void. and the 
anachronistic attribution of its terminology to Epicurus himself, all reveal the 
inadequacy of his report. : 


19 Language 
A Epicurus, Letter to Herodotus 75-6 


(1) We must take it that even nature was educated and constrained in 
many different ways by actual states of affairs, and that its lessons were 
later made more accurate, and augmented with new discoveries by 
reason — faster among some people, slower among others, and in some 
ages and eras, owing to <individual needs, by greater leaps> , in others 
by smaller leaps. (2) Thus names too did not originally come into being 
by coining, but men’s own natures underwent feelings and received 
impressions which varied peculiarly from tribe to tribe, and each of the 
individual feelings and impressions caused them to exhale breath 
peculiarly, according also to the racial differences from place to place. (3) 
Later, particular coinings were made by consensus within che individual 
races, $0 as to make the designations less ambiguous and more concisely 
expressed. (4) Also, the men who shared knowledge introduced certain 
unseen entities, and brought words for them into usage. (5) <Hence 
some> men gave utterance under compulsion, and others chose words 
rationally, and it is thus, as far as che principal cause is concerned, that 
they achieved self-expression. 


B Lucretius 5.1028-90 (following 22K) 


(1) It was nature that compelled the utterance of the various noises of the 
tongue, and usefulness that forged them into the names of things. {2} It 
was rather in the way that children’s inarticulacy itself seems to impel 
them to use gestures, when it causes them to point out with a finger what 
things are present. For everyone can feel the extent to which he can use 
his powers, The calf angrily butts and charges with his incipient homs 
before they have even protruded from his forehead. Panther and lion 
cubs already fight with claws, paws and biting at an age when their teeth 
and claws have barely appeared. Also, we see all birds putting trust in 
their wings and seeking the fluttering aid of their feathers, (3) So to chink 

at someone in those days assigned names to things, and thar that is how 
men learnc their first words, is crazy. Why should he have been able to 
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indicate all things with sounds, and to utter the various noises of the 
tongue, yet others be supposed not to have had that ability at che same 
time? (4) Besides, if others had not already used sounds to each other, 
how did he get the preconception of their usefulness implanted in him? 
How did he get the initial capacity to know and see with his mind what 
he wanted to do? (5) Again, one person could not subdue many and 
compel them to want to learn the names of things. Nor is it easy to finda 
way of teathing and persuading a deaf audience of what needs to be done: 
they would utterly refuse to tolerate any further his drumming into their 
ears the unfamiliar sounds of his voice. (6) Lastly, why 1s it so surprising 
that the human race, with its powers of voice and tongue, should have 
indicated each thing with a different sound to correspond to a different 
sensation? After all, dumb animals, tame and wild alike, regularly emit 
different sounds when afraid, when in pain, and when happiness comes 
over them. You can appreciate this from plain facts. When the great 
flabby jaws of Molossian hounds start to snarl in anger, baring their hard 
teeth, their threatening noise when drawn back in rage is far different 
from when they fill the place with their barking. When, on the other 
hand, they try coaxingly to lick their pups with their congue, or when 
they toss them with their paws and, powerful biters though they are, 
hold back their teeth and make play of nibbling them gently, they fondle 
them with a yelping noise quite different from when they whimper, 
cowering from a blow ... (7) H, then, different sensations compel 
animals, dumb though they are, to emit different sounds, how much 
more likely it is that mortal men at that time were able to indicate 
different things with different sounds. 


C Diogenes of Oenoanda 10.2.11-5.15 


As for the words, I mean the nouns and verbs, of which the men who 
sprang from the earth made the first utterance, let us not adopt Hermes as 
our teacher, as some say he was: that is manifest nonsense. Nor should we 
believe those philosophers who say that it was by coining and teaching 
that names were assigned to things, in order that men might have signs to 
facilitate their communication with each other. For it is absurd, indeed 
absurder than any absurdity, not to mention impossible, that someone 
should all on his own have assembled all those multitudes ~ there were no 
rulers at that time, and certainly no letters, seeing that there were no 
words, since it was about these <that they were meeting, so that it was 
not> by edict that their assembly was brought about — and having 
assembled them, instructed them like a schoolteacher, holding a rod, and 
touching each thing have said ‘Let this be called “stone”, this “stick”, this 


“man”, or “dog”... .’ 
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D Epicurus, On nature XXVIII, 31.10.2-12 


Supposing that in those days we thought and said something equivalent, 
in the terminology which we then employed, to saying that all human 
error is exclusively of the form that arises in relation to preconceptions 
and appearances because of the multifarious conventions of language ... 


[text breaks off] 


E Epicurus, On nature XXVIM,31.13.23-14.12 


But perhaps this is not the moment to prolong the discussion by citing 
these cases? Quite so, Metrodorus. For | expect you could cite many 
cases, from your own past observations, of certain people taking words 
in various ridiculous senses, and indeed in any sense rather than their 
actual linguistic meanings. Whereas our own usage does not flout 
linguistic convention, nor do we alter names with regard to things 
evident. 


a aey Y 


F Anonymous commentary on Plato’s Theaetetus, 22.3947 


Epicurus says that names are clearer than definitions, and that indeed it 
would be absurd ìf instead of saying ‘Hello Socrates’ one were to say 
‘hello rational mortai animal’. . : 


G Erotianus 34,10~-20 (Usener 258) 


For if we are going to explain the words known to everybody, we would 
have to expound either all or some. But to expound all is impossible, 
whereas to expound some is pointless. For we will explain them either 
through familiar locutions or through unfamiliar. But unfamiliar words 
seem unsuited to the task, the accepted principle being to explain less 
known things by means of better known things; and familiar words, by 
being on a par with them, will be uninformative for illuminating 
language, as Epicurus says. For the informativeness of language is 
characteristically ruined when it is bewitched by an account, as if by a 
homoeopathic drug. 


H Cicero, On ends 22 (Usener 243, part) 


In the other branch of philosophy, logic, which concerns inquiry and 

argument, your master [Epicurus] seems to me unarmed and naked. He 

abolishes definitions, He teaches nothing about division and partition. 
€ gives no advice on framing a deductive argument. He does not show 
©W to solve sophisms or to distinguish ambiguous terms. 
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I Diogenes Laertius 10.31 (Usener 257) 


They [the Epicureans] reject dialectic as superfluous, saying that ir is 
sufficient that natural philosophers should proceed in accordance with 
the words belonging to things. 


J Diogenes Laertius 10.34 (Usener 265) 


{The Epicureans say that} of inquiries, some are about things, others 
about mere utterance. 


K Plutarch, Against Colotes 1119 (Usener 259, part} 


Who is more in error than you [the Epicureans} about language? You 
completely abolish the class of sayables, to which discourse owes its, 
existence, leaving only words and name-bearers, and denying the very 
existence of the intermediate states of affairs signified, by means of which 
learning, teaching, preconceptions, thoughts, impulses and assents come 
about. 


Epicurus’ highly innovative theory of the natural origin of language (A-C) 
_ contrasts with the standard ancient assumption, ridiculed in B 3-5 and C, that it 
was an artificial creation by one or more individuals, whether human or divine. 
Epicurus is here perhaps partly motivated by the aim of eliminating all divine 
intervention from his world-view. On this, sce further 13. But the theory also 
bears importantly on his view of the role of language in philosophy. 

In the earlier of the two stages (A 2, B) primitive men instinctively uttered 
different sounds in reaction ta different feelings and impressions, just as most 
animals do (B 6—7). Since they were also beginning to form social pacts, and thus 
using a rudimentary form of communication (22K 2), it became natural to them 
to employ these sounds as labels for che things prompting them. We may 
imagine at this stage a language consisting of uninflected nouns, adjectives and 
verbs, describing the immediate content of feelings (‘pain’, ‘cold’) and 
immediate objects of sense-impressions (‘horse’, ‘blue’, ‘run’). This is indeed 
confirmed by C's reference to the early words as ‘nouns and verbs’, since ‘nouns’ 
include adjectives in ancient grammar. In the later stage, described only in A 37 
4, refinements were artificially introduced in the interests of clarity and 
succinctness: we may think of grammatical inflections, conjunctions and 
pronouns as contributing to the former. pronouns to the latter. Finally, 
according to A 4 the vocabulary was artificially enlarged, or at any rate existing 
words were given additional meanings, by intellectuals turning their actention 
to abstruse or theoretical entities. 

Before Epicurus, the doctrine that ‘names are natural’ had meant not that they 
arase without contrivance, burt that they somehow mirror the nature of theif 
nominata (the thesis examined in Plato's Cratylus). On Epicurus’ theory both 
views are combined. Names arose not only uncontrivedly, burt algo in a way 
which ensured a certain one-to-one correspondence between words and types of 
thing. Nor is he embarrassed, as earlier ‘naturalists’ were or should have been, bY 
the fact thar languages differ from place to place. To judge from A 2, this was 
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part of the natural process: because environment and human physique differed 
from tribe to tribe, i¢ was natural that both the feelings and impressions 
undergone and the resulting sounds should differ accordingly, 

The upshot is a theory which leads us, within any one language or dialect, to 
expect simple nouns and verbs cach to have a single ‘natural’ meaning, although 
this may have become overlaid, in the second stage, with metaphorical re- 
applications, the addition of prefixes, etc. Epicurus’ advice to the philosopher in 
17C 1 to start from ‘the things which underlie words’, or ‘the primary concept 
corresponding to each word’, may well refer to this single narural meaning. 
Here is a conjeceural example. The physicist’s term ‘void’ originally meant just 
‘empty’, but has been extended by philosophers to designate absolute vacuum. 
In order to use it properly, then, philosophers should bear in mind the familiar 
notion of ‘empty’. which, for instance, treats emptiness as inseparably linked to 
the possibility of motion (cf. 5A 3). 

Another facet of the naturalist theory is that it justifies the occasional foray 
into etymology: cf. 5D; 23D 3. (For the Stoic artitude to etymology, see 32 
commentary.) 

‘The things which underlie words’ in 17C are almost certainly what Epicurus 
also calls ‘preconceptions’ (cf. 17E 3) — empirically formed universal concep- 
tions of things. If. chen, these can be taken to serve as the meanings of words in 
the Epicurean theory, Plutarch’s criticism in R (which looks Stoic-inspired: for 
its terminology cf. 33) will prove to be ill-founded. Cf. also D., a tanralizing 
fragment of a book written by Epicurus in mid-career, referring back to early 
work in which he had apparently already been associating preconception with 
word-meaning. 

Epicurus seems to sce the following attraction in his theory. According to the 
tradition founded by Plato and taken up by the Stoics (sce 32), each term used by 
a philosopher should be explicated by the dialectical process which results in 
definition. Epicurus is evidently worried that such an exercise wil] become an 
exclusively linguistic one. insulated from its real objects: I-J. Not only does 
dialectic present the threat of an infinite regress of proofs (17C 1), but, more 
important, the definition of a thing is relatively uninformative about it: F-G, It 
may seem that Epicurus does himself occasionally offer definitions, as at 13B and 
23B 1, but these (the latter expressly) are rather ‘outline accounts’ — an 
Aristotelian notion, shared also by the Stoics (32C 3). An outline account 
(hupographe) is for Epicurus not the end-product of a dialectical investigation, as 
a definition should be, but an initial listing of che contents of the relevant 
Preconception. For the dialectical technique of ‘division’. also not favoured by 
Epicurus (H), see 32. Interestingly, later Epicureans like Demetrius of Laconia 
(cf. 7C) seem to have reinstated it. 

Epicurus rejection of all such dialectical technique (H) is not a rejection of 
argument, but must be understood in relation to his insistence, as a linguistic 

naturalist’, chat there is no substitute for careful attention to the primary notion 
which naturally underlies every word, 

he opposed ‘conventionalist’ view, according to which word meaning is a 
de of mere convention and may be determined quite arbitrarily by the user, 
QIN developed In Epicurus’ day into an extreme form by Diodorus Cronus 

J. Itis probably the Diodorean theory that is brusquely dismissed in E. 
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ETHICS 
20 Free will 
A Epicurus, Letter to Menoeceus 133-4 a Wy Rei 


(1) Whom, after all, do you consider superior to the man who... would 
deride the <fate> which some introduce as overlord of everything, 
<but sees chat some things are necessitated,> others are due to fortune, 
and others depend on us, since necessity is accountable to no one, and 
fortune is an unstable thing to watch, while that which depends on us, 
with which culpability and its opposite are naturally associated, is free of 
any overlord? (2} For it would be better to follow the mythology about 
gods than be a slave to the ‘fate’ of the natural philosophers: the former at 
least hints at the hope of begging the gods off by means of worship, 
whereas the latter involves an inexorable necessity. 


B Epicurus, On nature 34.21-2 


() Boman may capable afactieving thes and hoe en ie 


{2) And with these we 
especially do battle, and rebuke them, hating them for a disposition 
which follows their disordered congenital nature as we do with the 
whole range of animals. (3) 













and degrees of behaviour and 





character, 
4 


behaviour. . > (5) Thus when a development occurs which takes on 
some distinctness from the atoms in a differential way — not in che way 
which is like viewing from a different distance — he acquires 
responsibiliry which proceeds from himself; (6) then he straightaway: 
transmits this to his primary substances and makes the whole of it into x 
yardstick. (7) That is why those who cannot correctly make such: 
distinctions confuse themselves about the adjudication of responsibiliaesf 


C Epicurus, On nature 34.26-30 


(1) From the very outset we always have seeds directing us some towa 
these, some towards those, some towards these and those, actions 
thoughts and characters, in greater and smaller numbers. Consequently 
~ characteristics of this or that kind — 

nd the things which of necessity flow in through ow 

passages from that which surrounds us are at one stage up to us ani 
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dependent on beliefs of our own making .. . (2) <And we can invoke, 
against the argument that our eventual choice between these alternatives 
must be physically caused either by our initial make-up or by those 
environmental influences> by which we never cease to be affected, the 
fact that we rebuke, oppose and reform each other as if the responsibility 
lay also in ourselves, and not just in our congenital make-up and in the 
accidental necessity of that which surrounds and penetrates us. (3) For if 
someone were to attribute to the very processes of rebuking and being 
rebuked the accidental necessity of whatever happens to be present to 
oneself at the time, I'm afraid he can never in this way understand <his 
own behaviour in continuing the debate. . .> (4) <He may simply 
choose to maintain his thesis while in practice continuing to> blame or 
praise. But if he were co act in this way he would be leaving intact the 
very same behaviour which as far as our own selves are concerned creates 
the preconception of our responsibility. And in that he would at one 
point be altering his theory, ac another <...> (5) <...> such error. For 
this sort of account is self-refuang, and can never prove that everything is 
of the kind called ‘necessitated’; but he debates this very question on the 
assumption that his opponent is himself responsible for talking nonsense. 
(6) And even ifhe goes on to infinity saying that this action of his isin tum 
necessitated, always appealing to arguments, he is not reasoning it 
empirically so long as he goes on imputing to himself the responsibility 
for having reasoned correctly and to his opponent that for having 
reasoned incorrectly. (7) Buc unless he were to stop attributing his action 
to himself and co pin it on necessity instead, he would not even <be 
consistent... .> (8) <On the other hand,> ifin using the word ‘necessity’ 
of chat which we call our own agency he is merely changing a name, and 
won't prove that we have a preconception of a kind which has faulty 
delineations when we call our own agency responsible, neither his own 
«behaviour nor that of others will be affected... > (9) <...> but 
even to call necessication empty asa result of your claim. [fsomeone won't 
explain this, and has no auxiliary element or impulse in us which he 
might dissuade from those actions which we perform calling the 
tesponsibilicy for them ‘our own agency’, but is giving che name of 
foolish necessity to all the things which we claim to do calling the 
Fesponsibility for them ‘our own agency’, he will be merely changing a 
name; (10) he will not be modifying any of our actions in the way in 
which in some cases the man who sees what sort of actions are 
necessitated regularly dissuades those who desire to do something in the 
ce of compulsion. (11) And the mind will be inquisitive to learn what 
sort of action it should then consider that one to be which we perform in 
some way through our own agency but without desiring to. For he has 


Ro alternative but to say what sort of action is necessitated <and what is 
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not... .> (12) <...> supremely unthinkable. But unless someone 
perversely maintains this, or makes it clear what fact he is rebutting or 
introducing, itis merely a word that is being changed, as I keep repeating, 

(13) The first men to give a satisfactory account of causes, men not 
only much greater than their predecessors but also, many times over, 


than their successors, turned a blind eye to themselves — although in 


many matters they had alleviated great ills — in order to hoid necessity 
and accident responsible for everything. (14) Indeed, the actual account 
promoting this view came to grief when it left the great man blind to the 
fact that in his actions he was clashing with his doctrine; and that ifit were 
not that a certain blindness to the doctrine took hold of him while acting 
he would be constantly perplexing himself; and that wherever the 
doctrine prevailed he would be falling into desperate calamities, while 
wherever it did not he would be filled with conflict because of the 
contradiction between his actions and his doctrine. 

(15) It is because this is so that the need also arises to explain the matter 
which I was discussing when I first embarked on this digression, lest some 
similar evil <befall us.> o bos o R 


D Epicurus, Vatican sayings 40 . T 


E Cicero, On fate 21-5 (following 38G) 


(1} At this initial stage, if I were disposed to agree with Epicurus and to 
deny that every proposition is either crue or faise, I would rather accept 


that blow than allow that all things happen through fate. For the former 
view is at least arguable, whereas the latter is truly intolerable. 
Chrysippus, then, strains every nerve to persuade us that every axioma 
(proposition) is either true or false. For just as Epicurus is afraid that if he 
admits this he will have to admit that all events happen through fate — for 
if one of the two has been true from all eternity it is certain, and if certain. 
then necessary too, which he considers enough to prove both necessity: 
and fate — so too Chrysippus fears that if he fails to secure the result that, 
every proposition is either true or false he cannot maintain tha 

everything happens through fate and from eternal causes of futur 

















and impact, when the atom swerves by a minimal interval, or elachiston 
he terms it. That this swerve occurs without a cause he is forced to admi 
in practice, even ifnotin so many words. Forit is not through the imp 
of another atom that an atom swerves. How, after all, can one be stru 
by another if atomic bodies travel perpendicularly in straight lines 
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through their own weight, as Epicurus holds? For it follows that one is 
never driven from its course by another, if one is not even touched by 
another. The consequence is that, even supposing that the atom does exist 





accept thts consequence that everything happens through necessity than 
to rob the atomic bodies of their natural motions. 

(4) A more penetrating line was taken by Carneadeés, who showed that 
the Epicureans could defend their case without this fictitious swerve. For 
since they taught thar a certain voluntary moton of the mind was 
possible, a defence of that doctrine was preferable to introducing the 
swerve, especially as they could not discover its cause. And by defending 
it they could easily stand up to Chrysippus. (5) For by conceding that 
there is no motion withouta cause, they would not be conceding that all 
events were the result of antecedent causes. For our volition has no 
external antecedent causes. Hence when we say that someone wants or 
does not want something without a cause we are taking advantage of a 
common linguistic convention: by “without a cause’ we mean without 
an external antecedent cause, not without some kind of cause. Just as, 
when we call a jar ‘empty’, we are not speaking like natural philosophers 
who hoid the empty (void) to be absolute nothing, but in such a way as to 
say that the jar is, for example, without water, without wine or without 
oil, so too when we say that the mind moves ‘without a cause’ we mean 
without an external antecedent cause, not entirely without a cause. (6) Of 
the atom itself it can be said that, when it moves through the void as a 
result of its heaviness and weight, it moves without a cause, in as much as 
there is no additional cause from outside. But here too, if we don’t all 
want to incur the scorn of the natural philosophers for saying that 
something happens without a cause, we must make a distinction and say 
as follows: that it is the atom’s own nature to move as a result of weight 
and heaviness, and that that nature is itself the cause of its moving in that 
way. (7) Similarly for voluntary motions of the mind there is no need to 
seek an external cause. For a voluntary motion itself has it as its own 
intrinsic nature that it should be in our power to obey us. And this fact is 


not without a cause: for the cause is that thing's own nature. [Followed 
by 70G] 


F Lucretius 2.2§1-93 (continuing 11H) 
(1) Moreover, ifall 


old in a fixed order 


of 


motion is always linked, and new motion arises out of 
athe and atoms do not by swerving make some beginning 
cton to break the decrees of fate, so that cause should not follow 
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cause from infinity, from where does this free volition exist for animals 
throughout the world? From where, I ask, comes this volition wrested 
away from the fates, through which we proceed wherever each of us is 
led by his pleasure, and likewise swerve off our motions at no fixed time 
or fixed region of space, but wherever che mind itself carries us? (2) For 
without doubt it is volition that gives these things their beginning for 
each of us, and it is from volition thar motions are spread through the 
limbs. Don’t you see how also when at an instant the starting gates are 
opened the eager strength of horses can nevertheless not surge forward as 
suddenly as the mind itself wishes? For all the mass of matter has to be 
stirred up throughout the body, so that stirred up through all the limbs it 
may in 2 concerted effort follow the mind's desire. Thus you may see that 
the beginning of motion is created from the heart and proceeds initially 
from the mina’s volition, and from there is spread further through the 
entire body and limbs. (3) Nor is it the same when we move forward 
impelled by a blow, through another person’s great strength and great 
coercion. For then it is plain chat all the matter of the whole body moves 
and is driven against our wish, until volition has reined it back 
throughout the limbs. So do you now see that, although external force 
propels many along and often obliges them to proceed against their 
wishes and to be driven headiong, nevertheless there is something in our 
chest capable of fighting and resisting, at whose decision the mass of 
matter 1s also forced at times to be turned throughout the limbs and 
frame, and, when hurled forward, ts reined back and settles down? (4) 
Therefore in the seeds too you must admit the same thing, that there is 
another cause of motion besides impacts and weight, from which this 
power is born in us, since we see that nothing can come into being out of 
nothing. For weight prevents all things from coming about by impacts, 
by a sort of external force. But that the mind should mot itself possess an 
internal necessity in all its behaviour, and be overcome and, as it were, 
forced to suffer and to be acted upon ~ that is brought about by a tiny 
swerve of atoms at no fixed region of space or fixed time, 


G Diogenes of Qenoanda 32.1.14-3.14 


Once prophecy is eliminated, how can there be any other evidence for 
fate? For if someone uses Democritus’ account, saying that because of 
their collisions with each other atoms have no free movement, and that as 
a result it appears that all motions are necessitated, we will reply to him: 
‘Don't you know, whoever you are, that there is also a free movement in 
atoms, which Democritus failed to discover but Epicurus brought to 
light, a swerving movement, as he demonstrates from evident facts?’ But 
the chief point is this: if fate is believed in, that is the end ofall censure and 
admoninon, and even the wicked <will not be open to blame.> 
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H Cicero, On fate 37 


(1) Of any two contradictonies — by contradictones here mean a pair one 
of which asserts something while the other denies it — it is necessary, pace 
Epicurus, that one be true, the other false: for example, ‘Philoctetes will 
be wounded’ was true in all previous ages, and ‘Philoctetes will not be 
wounded’ false. (2) Unless perhaps we’re inclined to follow the opinion 
of the Epicureans, who say 

false, (3) or, when that shames them, say something still more shameless, 
namely that disjunctions of contradictories are true, but that of the 
ofiginal propositions contained in them neither is true. 


I Cicero, Academica 2.97 (Usener 376) Sve gitu 


For although Epicurus, who despises and ridicules the whole of dialectic, 
cannot be got to admit that a propositiorof the form ‘Either Hermarchus 
will be alive tomorrow, or he will not be alive’ is true, despite the 
dialecticians’ rule that all disjunctions of the form ‘Either p or not-p" are 
not only true but also necessary, notice how circumspect is this man 
whom your Stoics consider dull-witted. ‘For if’, he says, ‘admit that one 
or the other is necessary, it will be necessary either for Hermarchus to be 
alive tomorrow, or for him not to be alive. But there is no such necessity 
in the nature of things.’ 





O Epicurus’ problem is this: if it has been necessary all along that we should act as 
we do, it cannot be up to us, with the result that we would nor be morally 
responsible for our actions at all (especially A, E3, F1, G). Thus posing the 
problem of determinism he becomes arguably the first philosopher to recognize 
the philosophical centrality of what we know as the Free Will Question. His 
strongly libertarian approach to it can be usefully contrasted with che Stoics' 
acceptance of determinism (see 62). 

Epicurus certainly saw the Democritean atomism which he had inherited as 
vulnerable to such a challenge, since it made all phenomena, including human 
behaviour, fully accountable in terms of rigid physical laws of atomic motion, 
and hence necessary: see A2, C 13-14, E3, G. It is perhaps the most widely 
known fact about Epicurus chat he for this reason modified the deterministic 
Democritean system by introducing a slight element of indeterminacy to atomic 
moton, the ‘swerve’ (on which see also 11H with commentary): E 2-3, F, G. 
But taken in isolation such a solution is notoriously unsatisfactory. It promises to 
liberate us from rigid necessity only to substitute an alternative human 
mechanism, perhaps more undependable and eccentric but hardly more 
autonomous, Epicurus’ remarks in A 1, where ‘that which depends on us’ (or 

that which is up to us’) is contrasted with unstable fortune as well as with 
necessity, suggest that he meant to avoid this trap. In order to see how, we must 
defer discussion of the swerve for now. 


The swerve is not even mentioned in the surviving papyrus fragments of 
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Epicurus’ book on the issue of responsibility from which B and C are drawn. 
Buc the book still sheds abundant light on the question. In C he conducts a 
running debate with a Democritean determinist. Democritus himself, we are 
told, simply failed to see the implications af his determinism for human action 
(C 13-14). Epicurus’ principal target in C 2-12, on the other hand, is someone 
who consciously applies mechanistic determinism to all human behaviour, 
including his own. He probably has in mind such fourth-century Democriteans 
as his own reviled teacher Nausiphanes — the heirs of Democritus derided in 
C13, as perhaps also implicitly in G. (The early Stoics have sometimes been 
idencifted as his target, but cf. 62 with commentary; ‘natural philosophers’, A 2, 
would not normally be used of Stoics, in any case.) 

In CL Epicurus is arguing that since we start with a wide range of potentials 
(‘seeds’) for character development our actual direction of development is not 
physically predetermined but “up to us’. There are physical influences, bur we 
can control them (cf. 15D} 748). [fit were they that controlled us, our moral and 
critical attitudes co each other would make na sense (C 2). This leads him inta.his 
anti-determinist digression, which continues untl its express conclusion at C 15. 
The determinist may simply regard these attitudes as themselves necessitated 
(C 3}. Bur this does nor save him from the charge of self-refuration (C 4, and 
perhaps already in the very fragmentary C 4): his own critical attitude in this 
very debate still implies whac he wishes to deny, that the parties ro che debate are 
responsible for their own views. The determinist will resort to che defence that 
he is compelled to behave in this way; when challenged onee again for continuing 
to argue, will repeat the detence: and so on ad infinitum. Epicurus’ objection to 
this infinite regress (C 6) is noc chat ic is in itself vicious, but rather that it leaves 
the inconsistency untouched: at every stage of the regress the determinist’s 
behaviour in continuing to argue his case as if with a responsible agent 
contradicts his thesis that everything, including our beliefs, is mechanically 
necessitated, 

in the second stage of the digression, C 8-12. Epicurus suggests that 
determinism cannot amount to a substantive thesis about the world, and chat its 
application of ‘necessity’ to human agency will turn out to be no more than a 
change of terminology. First (C 8} comes an appeal to ‘preconception’ (on 
which as a criterion, sce 17 above). We all share a preconception of our own 
agency as that which is responsible for our behaviour: to defuse the evidential 
force of this, the determinist would have to show how the alleged preconception 
has come to embody a faulty ‘delineation’ (cf. L7E 2, 5} of the facts. (Compare 
Epicurus’ own grounds for dismissing the alleged preconception of the gods as 
provident, 23B—C below.) Ifhe cannot. the preconception remains valid and the 
determinist’s contribution is merely a new name for it. Second (C 9), his thesis is 
pragmacically empty. Since he denies us an internal source of self-determination 
(an ‘auxiliary element or impulse in us’) he can never expect his arguments 60 
dissuade us from any action. In this Epicurus concrasts him with someone who 
has a proper grasp (as recommended in A 1) of the difference between the 
necessitated and the unnecessitared, and who consequently can expect to 
dissuade us from actions which would involve resisting necessity (C19) — : 
perhaps, for example, dissuade us from a vain desirc to evade the inevitability of 
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death, because unlike the determinist he can appreciate that while death is 
necessary our wishes are up co us. Third {C 11), the determinist leaves himself no 
tools for analysing ‘mixed’ actions (as they are called by Aristotle, Nicomachean 
ethics 1.1), those performed freely but reluctantly in avoidance ofa greater evil, 
since he is unable co distinguish che voluntary from the necessitated elements in 
them. 

The final stage of the argument, C 13-14, is pragmatic, appealing to the 
disastrous practical consequences that would have ensued had Democritus 
remembered to apply his thesis of universal necessitation to himself. Na 
lustration is given, but one easy example would be the abandonment of 
decision-making (cf. 55S). 

It is remarkable how closely the internal structure of this anci-determinist 
argument matches that of 16A’s anti-scepric argument, with the sequence of a 
self-refutation challenge (C 3-7; cf. 16A 1), an appeal to preconception and 
word-meaning (C 8—12: cf, 16A 2-3), and a pragmatic argument (C 13-14; cf. 
16A 9—10). So too its function as a digression added late in the book to justify the 
preceding positive account of psychological causation matches the role of 16A in 
relation to Lucretius’ preceding positive account of sense-perception. None of 
this is likely to be mere coincidence. For scepticism and the kind of mechanistic 
determinism envisaged here were seen as joint consequences of Democritus’ 
reductionist. atommism. If phenomenal properties were reducible to mere 
configurations of atoms and void. it seemed to follow that the atoms and void 
alone were real while the sensible properties were arbitrary constructions placed 
upon them by our cognitive organs. The result was scepticism about the sensible 
world, which had become the characterisuc stance of most fourth-cenctury 
Democriteans (see further, 1 and 16). Similarly, if the ‘self and its volitions were 
teducible to mere sequences of atomic motion in the soul, human action would 
easily appear to be mechanistic, fully explicable in terms of primary physical 
laws, with no additional explanatory or descriptive role left for such psych- 
ological entities as belief and volition. And that is just the kind of theory under 
attack in C (cf. especially Cz, 9). 

Given the extent of this parallelism between scepticism and determinism, and 
between Epicurus’ respective refurations of them, we might expect his own 
positive alternatives to chem to be similarly comparable. And so they are. Just as 
his answer to scepticism is to affirm the reality of phenomenal properties and the 
truth of sense-impressions of them (see on 7 and 16), so too his answer to 
mechanism is to affirm the reality and causal efficacy of the self and its volitions 
as something over and above the underlying patterns of atomic motion. This 
plainly emerges from B, despite the lack of context and certain difficuities of 
interpretation. Epicurus is speaking of self-determining animals. (Volisional 
autonomy is not restricted to human beings, cf. F 1-2; bur elsewhere in the 
book, j in vol. 2, wild animals seem to be excluded, as lacking self-determination 
and hence as exempt from moral criticism. though not from hate.) Their 
eae eal ae said {B 1-4) to be attributable not to their atoms 
hin T pi their developments . The latter term, which is crucial to 
Shick eaei s discussion, is explicated at B 5. The kind of development 

utes psychological auronomy is onc which is distinct from the 
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underlying atoms in a ‘differential’ way (‘transcendent would be a tempting 
transiation of the Greek word) —a way more radical than ‘the way which is like 
viewing from a different distance’. The point is apparently that all bodies have 
certain properties, e.g. colour, over and above their constituent atoms, but that 
there the main difference is one of scale, one between macroscopic and 
microscopic analysis; whereas the ‘developments’ which supply auconomy 
differ from the atoms in a much more fundamental way. The fragmentary state 
of the text leaves us to guess at the nature of this difference, although it is hard to 
doubt thar it includes the intentional properties associated with consciousness. 
How do these psychological entities relate metaphysically and causally to the 
mind’s atoms? They can only be, technically speaking, ‘accidental attributes’ of 
those atoms (cf. 7). Buc they are not mere epiphenomena, supervenient on 
atomic morons and causally determined by them. For Epicurus is quite explicit 
in attributing to chem a causal efficacy distinct from that of the atoms. Hence, 
although atomic make-up may be responsible for disorderly motions of the 
mind-atoms (B 4), it does not follow that we cannot make decisions which 
override those motions, and according to Bé psychological causation actually 
operates on our component atoms. This throws immediate light on Lucretius’ 
insistence at 14D 5 that although atomic composition of the soul determines our 
natural temperament, we can leam through reason to overcome that tempera- 
ment. Perbaps, for instance, a natural coward can learn courage through rational 
refiection. His disorderly motions of soul atoms may then be stabilized, so that 
he ceases to suffer even the physical sensations of fear. 

By now the familiar ‘materialise’ label is beginning to fit Epicurus less neatly. 
Although he holds prima facie an [Identity Theory of mind (sce 14), he does not 
regard mental states as capable of straightforward physical analysis, for although 
properties of the corporeal mind they are not mere physical states of ir. We have 
here, then, an interactionist dualism of the mental and the physical. But there is 
no hint of Cartesian dualism. A better comparison would be with the modem 
notion of Emergence, In Epicurus’ view, matter in certain complex states can 
take on non~physical properties, which in turn bring entirely new causal laws 
into operation. 

B7 emphasizes that the distinction between physical and psychological 
causation is crucial to an understanding of responsibility. And certainly it does 
constitute at least the beginning of an answer to determinism. The ‘self which is 
responsible for our actions is, Epicurus will say, more than a mere bundle of 
atoms, and therefore is not reducible to a link in a physical causal chain. Indeed 
Carneades, in defending Epicurean libertarianism for his own dialectical 
purposes (see 70G and commentary), suggested that this was already a sufficient 
answer to determinism: E 4-7. But how, it will be asked, can this emergent 
property of the corporeal mind so effectively take control of the soul, and 
through it of the body, as to move their atoms in ways in which according to the 
laws of physics alone they should not have moved? if the laws of physics are 
sufficient to determine the precise trajectory of every atom in us, how can the 
self be anything more than a helpless spectator of the body’s actions? 

Here at last a significant role for the swerve leaps to the eye. For itis to answer 
just this question, according to Cicero at E 3, that the swerve was introduced. 
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The evident power of che self and its volinons to intervene in the physical 
processes of soul and body would be inexplicable if physical laws alone were 
sufficient to determine the precise trajectory of every atom. Therefore physical 
laws are not sufficient to determine the precise trajectory ofevery atom, There is 
a minimal degree of physical indeterminism — the swerve. An unimpeded atom 
may af any given moment continue its present trajectory, but equally may 
‘swerve’ into one of the adjacent parallel trajectories (see commentary on 11H), 
As far as physics is concerned there is simply no reason for its following one 
rather than another of these trajectories. Normally, then, the result will be, in 
this minimal degree, random. But in the special case of the mind there is also a 
non-physical] cause, volition, which can affect the atoms of which ir is a 
property. [t does so, we may speculate, not by overriding the laws of physics, but 
by choosing between the alternative possibilities which the laws of physics leave 
open. In this way a large group of soul atoms might simultaneously be diverted 
into anew pattern of motion, and thus radically redirect the motion of the body. 
Such an event, requiring as it does the coincidence of numerous swerves, would 
be statistically most improbable according co the laws of physics alone. But it is 
still, on the swerve theory, an intrinsically possible one, which volition might 
therefore be held to bring about, For a very similar thesis relating free will to 
modern quantum indeterminism, see A. S, Eddington, The nature of the physical 
world (1928). (It may be objected that swerves are meant to be entirely uncaused; 
but, as E 2 shows, chat was only an inference by Epicurus’ critics, made plausible 
by concentrating on the swerve’s cosrogonic function, cf. 11H, for there it 

must indeed occur at random and withour the intervention of volition.) 
Lucretius’ evidence in F does not explicicly state the swerve's relation to 
volition, although numerous attempts have been made to discover it there. But 
if the above account of Epicurus’ theory is justified by the other testimonia, it 
becomes clear chat F is, at least, fully consistent with it. For the dominant theme 
of F 1-3 is precisely the evident power of volition to redirect the bodily mass in 
defiance of its purely mechanical patterns of motion. This is said, in F 1 and 4, to 
be explicable only if there is an undetermined swerve of atoms, since if impact 
and weight were the only causes of atomic motion the mind's behaviour would 
be rigidly mechanistic. Some have also seen in F 1 the further implication chat 
the initiation of every new course of action directly involves the swerve. All this 
fits the above account comfortably enough. What is missing, of course, is an 
explanation of the non-physical character of psychological causation — not 
surprisingly, given that Lucretius’ poem is about physics and that his sole object 
in the context is to complete his account of the laws of atomic motion (cf. 11). 
One further dimension to the debate emerges from E 1, Hand I. Epicurus saw 
the threat of ME te ae chains of physical 
‘ausanion, but also in the logical principle of bivalence according to which every 
Proposition is either true or false, including those about the future. His solution 
of den ying the principle as far as certain furure-tensed propositions are 
concerned (the denial is slightly garbled in I's version, where ‘one or the other is 
necessary ought to read ‘one or the other is true’; but the example is clearly 
Eye Hermarchus was Epicurus’ pupil and successor) was essentially that 
& according to the traditional reading of his celebrated Sea Battle 
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discussion at De interpretatione 9. But Epicurus, like the Stoic with whom he is 
contrasted in E 1 (see further, 38G), saw physical and logical determinism as two 
aspects of a single thesis, The two formulations of determinism tend to be treated 
as interchangeable, as do the two respective solutions, the swerve and the denial 
of bivalence (cf. Cicero, On fate 18-19, and perhaps E 1-3). This conflation 
seems co rest on the assumed equivalence of ‘true in advance’ with ‘determined 
by pre-exisnng causes’; cf. also the telling comment at the end of F, 

The interpretation of the swerve theory adopted above may help explain how 
it could be thought interchangeable with the denial of bivalance. Neither 
doctrine is involved in analysing the nature of volition itself (as many have 
thought the swerve to be), Their shared function is to guarantee the efficacy of 
volition, by keeping alternative possibilities genuinely open. 


21 Pleasure 
A Cicero, On ends 1.29-32, 37-9 (with omissions} 


[The Epicurean spokesman, Torquatus] (1) 


We are investigating what is 
the final and ultimate good, which as all philosophers agree [cf. 63A] 
must be of such a kind that it is the end to which everything is the means, 


but itis not itself the means to anything. Epicurus situates this in pleasure, 
which he wants to be the greatest good with pain as the grearest bad. His 
doctrine begins in this way: (2) 













as far as possible, avoids it; and 


Hence he says there is no need to prove or discuss why pleasure should be 
pursued and pain avoided, He thinks these matters are sensed just like 
the heat of fire, the whiteness of snow and the sweetness of honey, none 
of which needs confirmation by elaborate arguments; it is enough to 
point them out . . .(3) Since man has nothing left if sensations are 


removed from him, it must be the case that nature itself judges what is in . 


accordance with or contrary to nature. What does it perceive or what 


does it judge except pleasure and pain as a basis for its pursuit or | 


avoidance of anything? (4) Some of our school, however, want to 
transmit these doctrines in a subtler way: they deny the sufficiency of 
judging what is good or bad by sensation, saying that the intrinsic 
desirability of pleasure and the intrinsic undesirability of pain can be 
understood by the mind too and by reason. 


. To enable you to view the origin 
of the entire mistake of those who criticize pleasure and praise pain, I will 
disclose the whole matter and expound the actual words of the famous 
discoverer of the truth, the architect, as it were, of the happy life. (5) No 
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one rejects or dislikes or avoids pleasure itself because it is pleasure, but 
because great pains result for those who do net know how to pursue 
pleasure rationally. Nor again is there anyone who loves, goes after or 
wants to get pain itself because it is pain, but because circumstances 
sometimes occur which enable him to gain some great pleasure by toil 
and pain... (6) The pleasure we pursue is not just that which moves our 
actual nature with some gratification and is perceived by the senses in 
company with a certain delight, we hold that to be the greatest pleasure 
which is perceived once all pain has been removed. For when we are 
freed from pain, we rejoice in the actual freedom and absence of ail 
distress; but everything in which we rejoice is pleasure, just as everything 
that distresses us is pain; 

Thus when hunger and thirst have been 
removed by food and drink, the mere withdrawal of distress brings 
pleasure forth as its consequence. So quite generally the removal of pain 
causes pleasure to take its place. (7) Hence Epicurus did not accept the 
existence of anything in between pleasure and pain. What some people 
regarded as in between — the complete absence of pain — was not only 


pleasure but also the greatest pleasure. For anyone aware of his own con= 


sO 
that thereafter pleasure can be varied and differentiated but not increased 
and expanded. (8) But at Athens. . . there is a statue in the Ceramicus of ° 


Chrysippus seated with outstretched hand, which indicated his delight in 
the following little syllogism: ‘Is there anything chat your hand, in its 
present condition, wants?’ ‘Certainly not.’ ‘Buc if pleasure were the 
good, it would have a want.’ ‘! think so.’ “Therefore pleasure is not the 
good’... The argument is entirely valid against the Cyrenaics, but does. 
not touch Epicurus. 


B Epicurus, Letter to Menoeceus 127-32 


(t) We must reckon that some desires are natural and others empty, and 
of the natural some are necessary, others natural only; and of the 
necessary some are necessary for happiness, others for the body's freedom 
from stress, and others for life itself. For the steady observation of these 


things makes it possible to refer every choice and avoidance to the health 


: (2) Once we have got this, all the soul’s 
tumult 38 released, since the creature cannot go as if in pursuit of 
something it needs and search for any second thing as the means of 
Maximizing the good of the soul and the body. For the time when we 
need pleasure is when we are in pain from the absence of pleasure. 
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when we are notin pain > weno longerneed pleasure. Thisis why we say 
that pleasure is the beginning and end of the blessed life. For we recognize 
pleasure as the good which is primary and congenital; from it we begin 
every choice and avoidance, and we come back to it, using the feeling as 
the yardstick for judging every good thing. (3) Since pleasure is che good 
which is primary and congenital, for this reason we do not choose every 
pleasure either, but we sometimes pass over many pleasures in cases when 
their outcome for us is a greater quantity of discomfort; and we regard 
many pains as better than pleasures in cases when our endurance of pains 
is followed by a greater and long-lasting pleasure. Every pleasure, then, 
because ofits natural affinity, is something good, yet not every pleasure is 
choiceworthy. Correspondingly, every pain is something bad, but not 
every pain is by nature to be avoided. However, we have to make our 
judgement on all these points by a calculation and survey of advantages 
and disadvantages. For at certain times we treat the good as bad and 
conversely the bad as good. (4) We also regard self-sufficiency as a great 
good, not with the aim of always living off little, but to enable us to live 
off little if we do not have much, in the genuine conviction chat they 
derive the greatest pleasure from luxury who need it least, and that 
everything nacural is easy to procure, but what is empty is hard to 
procure, Plain favours produce pleasure equal to an expensive diet 
whenever all the pain of need has been removed; and bread and water 
generate the highest pleasure whenever they are taken by one who needs 
them, Therefore the habit of simple and inexpensive diet maximizes 
health and makes a man energetic in facing the necessary business of daily 
life; it also strengthens our character when we encounter luxuries from 
time to time, and emboldens us in the face of fortune. (5) So when we say 
that pleasure is the end, we do not mean the pleasures of the dissipated and 
those that consist in having a good time, as some out of ignorance and 
disagreement or refusal to understand suppose we do, but freedom from 
pain in the body and from disturbance in the soul. Far what produces the 
pleasant life is not continuous drinking and parties or pederasty or 
womanizing or the enjoyment of fish and the other dishes of an 
expensive table, but sober reasoning which tracks down. the causes of 
every choice and avoidance, and which banishes the opinions that beset 
souls with the greatest confusion. (6) Of all this the beginning and the 
greatest good is prudence. Therefore prudence is even more precious 
than philosophy, and it is the natural source ofall the remaining virtues: it 
teaches the impossibility of living pleasurably without living prudently, 
honourably and justly, <and the impossibility of living prudently, 
honourably and justiy > without living pleasurably. For the virtues are 
naturally linked with living pleasurably, and living pleasurably is 
inseparable from them. 
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C Epicurus, Key doctrines 3—4 : =. 


(1) [3] The removal of all pain is the limit of the magnitude of pleasures. 
Wherever pleasure is present, as long as it is there, pain or distress or their 
combination is absent. (2) [4] Pain does not last continuously in the flesh: 
when acute it is there for a very short time, while the pain which just 
exceeds the pleasure in the flesh does not persist for many days; and 
chronic illnesses contain an excess of pleasure in the flesh over pain. 


D Epicurus, Key doctrines 8—10 


(1) [8] No pleasure is something bad per se: but the causes of some 
pleasures produce stresses many times greater than the pleasures. (2) [9] If 
every pleasure were condensed in <location> and duration and 
distributed all over the structure or the dominant parts of our nature, 
pleasures would never differ from one another. (3) [ro] If the causes of the 
pleasures of the dissipated released mental fears concerning celestial 
phenomena and death and distress, and in addition taught the limit of 
desires, we should never have any reason to reproach them [i.e. the 
dissipated], since they would be satisfying themselves with pleasures 
from all directions and would never have pain or distress, which 
constitutes the bad. 


E Epicurus, Key doctrines 18, 25, 30 

(1) [18] The pleasure in the flesh does not increase when once the pain of 
need has been removed, but it is only varied. And the limit of pleasure in 
the mind is produced by rationalizing those very things and their 
congeners which used to present the mind with its greatest fears. (2) [25] 
If you fail to refer each of your actions on every occasion to nature’s end, 
and stop short at something else in choosing or avoiding, your actions 
will not be consequential upon your theories. (3) [30] Whenever intense 
Passion is present in natural desires which do not lead to pain if they are 
unfulfilled, these have their origin in empty opinion; and the reason for 


their persistence is not their own nature but the empty opinion of the 
Person. 


F Epicurus, Vatican sayings 17, 21, 25 


(1) [17] Blessed is not the young man but the old one who has lived 
Onourably. For the young man keeps changing his mind and veers 
about under the influence of fortune. But the old one has lowered his 
anchor in old age as though in harbour, and with secure gratitude has 
clamped the good things he hardly hoped for previously. (2) [21] We 
must not compel nature but persuade her; and we shall persuade her by 
ling the necessary desires, and the natural ones if they do no harm, 
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but harshly rebuking the harmful ones. (3) [25] Poverty, when measured 
by nature’s end, is great wealth, but unlimited wealth is great poverty. 


G Epicurus, Vatican sayings 33, 42, $1, 59 


(1}{33] The flesh’s cry is not to be hungry or thirsty or cold. For one whois 
in these states and expects to remain so could rival even Zeus in happiness. 
(2) [42] It takes just the same time for the greatest good to be created and 
for it to be enjoyed. (3} [51] [Letter from Metrodorus to Pythocies} You 
tell me that the movement of your flesh is too inclined towards sexual 
intercourse. So long as you do not break the laws or disturb proper and 
established conventions or distress any of your neighbours or ravage 
your body or squander the necessities of life, act upon your inclination in 
any way you like. Yet itis impossible not to be constrained by at least one 
of these. For sex is never advantageous, and one should be content if it 
does no harm. (4) [59] What is insatiable is not the stomach, as people say, 
but the false opinion concerning its unlimited filling. 


H Epicurus, Vatican sayings 63, 71, 73, 81 


(1) [63] There can be refinement even on slender means, and one who fails 
to take account of it is in a similar position to someone who goes astray 
through ignoring limits. (2) [71] This question should be applied to all 
desires: what will happen to me if the object of my desire is achieved and 
what ific is not? (3) [73] The occurrence of certain bodily pains is a help to 
protecting oneself against similar ones. (4) [81] What releases the soul’s 
disturbance and produces worthwhile joy is neither possessing the greatest 
wealth, nor public recognition and respect, nor anything else which is 
dependent on indeterminate causes. 
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I Scholion on Epicurus, Key dortrines 29 










Natural and necessary [desires], according to Epicurus, are ones which 
bring relief from pain, such as drinking when thirsty; natural but non- 
necessary are ones which merely vary pleasure but do not remove pain, 
such as expensive foods; neither natural nor necessary are ones for things 
like crowns and erection of statues. 


J Porphyry, On abstinence 1.51.6-52.1 (Usener 464, part) 


(Reporting Epicurean views] (1) As for eating meat, it relieves neither 
any of our nature's stress nor a desire whose non-satisfaction would give 
rise to pain. It involves a violent gratification which is swiftly combined 
with its opposite. What it contributes to is not life’s maintenance but 
variation of pleasures, just like sex or the drinking of exotic wines, all of 
which our nature is quite capable of doing without . . . (2) Furthermore | 
meat is not conducive to health, but rather an impediment to it. 
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K Diogenes Laerttus 10.121 


Happiness is a twofold notion: the highest, such as god enjoys, which is 
incapable of increase; and the happiness which is capable of addition and 
subtraction of pleasures. i 


L Cicero, Tusculan disputations 3.41-2 (Usener 67, 69) 


[Epicurus On the end] (1) ‘For my part I cannot conceive of anything as the 
good if I remove the pleasures perceived by means of taste and sex and 
listening to music, and the pleasant motions felt by the eyes through 
beautiful sights, or any other pleasures which some sensation generates in a- 
man asa whole. Certainly it is impossible to say that mental delight is the 
only good. For a delighted mind, as I understand it. consists in the 
expectation of all the things I just mentioned — co be of a nature able to 
acquire them without pain, . .’ (2) A little larer he adds: ‘I have often asked 
men who were called wise what they could retain as the content of goodsif 
they removed those things, unless they wanted to pour ourempty words. I 
could leam nothing from them; and if they want to babble on about 
virtues and wisdoms, they will be speaking of nothing except the way in 
which those pleasures I mentioned are produced.’ 


M Athenaeus 546F (Usener 409, 70} 


Epicurus says: “The pleasure of the stomach is the beginning and rootofall 
good, and it is to this that wisdom and over-refinement actually refer.’ 
And in On the end he again says: “We should honour rectitude and the 
virtues and suchlike things if they bring pleasure, butifnot, we should say 
goodbye to them.’ f ` 


N Plutarch, Against Epicurean happiness 1089D (Usener 68, part) 


[According to che Epicureans] The comfortable state of the flesh, and the 
confident expectation of this, contain the highest and most secure joy for: 
those who are capable of reasoning. 


O Cicero, On ends 2.69 


You [the Epicurean spokesman] will be embarrassed, [ say, by that 
picture which Cleanthes made a habit of depicting in very apt words. He: 
used to cell his listeners to imagine a painting of Pleasure most beautifully 
clad and seated on a throne with the trappings of a queen, and the virtues 
at her side as her handmaids: they made it their sole task and function to 
Minister to Pleasure, and merely whispered in her ear the warning (if the 
tibiae could make this clear} to be careful not to do anything: 
Mprudently that might offend people's thoughts or from which any 


ite 
pa : might arise. ‘As for us virtues, we were born to be your slaves, we 
ve no other business.’ 
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P Diogenes of Cenoanda 26.1.2-3.8 


Shortly I will speak about imprudence, but for the present about the . 
virtues and pleasure. Now if, fellow men, the question at issue between 
these people [Stoics] and ourselves involved examining ‘what is the 
means of happiness?’, and they wanted to say the virtues, as is in fact true, 
there would be no need to do anything except to agree with them and 
abandon the matter. But since, as I was saying, the issue is not ‘what is the 
means of happiness?’, but what being happy is and what our nature 
ultimately desires, I affirm now and always, with a great shout, that for 
all Greeks and foreigners, pleasure is the end of the best lifestyle, while 
the virtues which are now being inappropriately fussed about by them 
(being transferred from the position of means to that of end) are in no 
way the end, but the means to the end, 


Q Cicero, On ends 2.9-10 


(1) Cicero: ‘Does a thirsty man, may I ask, take pleasure in drinking?” 
Torquatus [the Epicurean spokesman}: ‘Who could deny that?’ Cicero: ‘Is 
it the same as the pleasure of quenched thirst?” (2) Torquatus: ‘No itis ofa 
different kind. Quenched thirstinvolves static pleasure, but the pleasure of 
the actual quenching is kinetic." (3) Cicero: ‘Why, then, do you call such 
different things by the same name?’ Torquatus: ‘Don’t you remember 
what [I said just before, that when pain has been completely removed, 
pleasure is subject to variation butnotto increase?’ Cicero: *...I don’t quite 
understand the nature of this variation, in your claim that when weare free 
from pain we then have the greatest pleasure, but that when we are 
enjoying those things which bring a pleasant motion to our senses, the 
pleasure is then a kinetic one, which causes a variation of pleasures 
without increasing that pleasure of freedom from pain.’ 
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R Diogenes Laertius 10.136-7 


(1) Epicurus disagrees with the Cyrenaics on pleasure: they do not admit 
static pleasure but only the kinetic type, whereas he accepts both types, , 
for soul and for body, as he says in his book On choice and avoidance and in © 
On the end and in book 1 of On lives .. . In On choices he speaks as follows: 
‘Freedom from disturbance and absence of pain are static pleasures; but 
joy and delight are regarded as kinetic activities’. (2) He has a further 
disagreement with the Cyrenaics: they take bodily pains to be worse than 
mental ones... but he takes the mental ones to be worse, since the flesh is 
storm-tossed only in the present, but the soul in past, present and future... 


S Lucretius 4.622—32 


When the bodies of the diffusing favour are smooth, they give pleasure, 
by touching and stimulating all the moist and oozing regions in 
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tongue’s vicinity. But by contrast, the more each of the bodies is 
furnished with roughness, they prick the sense and tear it in their 
encounter. Next comes pleasure from the flavour at the boundary of the 
palate. But when it has plunged right down through the throat, there is 
no pleasure while it is al] spreading into the limbs. And it makes no 
difference at all what diet nourishes the body, provided that you can 
digest what you take and spread it out in the limbs and keep a moist tenor 
in the stomach. 

T Cicero, Tusculan disputations 5.95 (Usener 439, part) a 
[Report of Epicureanism] The bady rejoices just so long as it perceives a 
present pleasure; but the mind perceives both the present pleasure, along 
with the body, and foresees the one that is coming without allowing the 
past one to flow away. Hence the wise man will always have a constant 
supply of tightly-knic pleasures, since the anticipation of pleasures hoped 
for is united with the recollection of those already experienced. 


U Cicero, On ends 1.55 


[The Epicurean spokesman, Torquatus] (1) No error arises in respect of 
the ultimate good and bad themselves, i.e. pleasure or pain, but people do 
make mistakes in these matters owing to their ignorance of the sources of 
pleasure and pain. (2) Furthermore, we admit that mental pleasures and 
pains have their source in bodily ones . . . but we do not suppose that this 
precludes mental pleasures and pains trom being much greater than chose 
of the body. 


V Diogenes of Oenoanda 38.1.8-3.14 


(1} It is difficult for people in general to calculate the superiority of these 
mental feelings [over bodily ones). For it is impossible to suffer the 
extremes of both on a single occasion by way of a comparison .. . on 
account of the rarity of this occurrence and of the destruction of life when 
tt does occur. (2) Therefore no criterion has been found for measuring the 
superiority of these over the others. Rather, when someone has bodily 
pains he says they are greater than mental ones, but when < he has mental 
pains he says they are the greater >. For < present things> are always 
More convincing than absent ones, and each person evidently either 
through necessity or through pleasure assigns the superiority to the feeling 
which has hold of him. (3) But by means of many other considerations a 
wise man reasons out this point that the majority find hard to calculate. 


WY Lucretius 2. 1—61 


l) When winds are troubling the waters on a great sea, it is a pleasure to 
a Fa the land another man's great struggles; not because it is a joy 
Ot delight that anyone should be storm-tossed, 
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to observe from what troubles you yourself are free. It is a pleasure too to 
gaze on great contests of war deployed over the plains when you yourself 
have no part in the danger. (2) But pleasantest of all is to be master of 
those tranquil regions well fortified on high by the teaching of the wise. 
From there you can look down on others and see them wandering this 
way and that and straying in their quest for a way of life ~ competing in 
talent, fighting over social class, striving night and day with utmost 
effort to rise to the heights of wealth and become owners of substance. (3) 
O miserable minds of men, O unseeing hearts! How great the darkness of 
life, how great the dangers too in which this portion of time, whatsoever 
it be, is spent. Do you not see that nature screams out for nothing but the 
removal of pain from the body and the mind’s enjoyment of the joyous 
sensation when anxiety and fear have been taken away? (4) So we see that 
our bodily nature needs only the few things which remove pain, in sucha 
way that they can also furnish many delights rather pleasurably from 
time to time. Nor does nature itself require it, if there are no golden 
statues of youths in the entrance halls grasping fiery torches in their right 
hands to provide evening banquets with light, or if the house does not 
gleam with silver and shine with gold and a carved and gilded ceiling 
does not resound to the lute, when, in spite of this, men lie together on the 
soft grass near a stream of water beneath the branches of a lofty tree 
refreshing their bodies with joy and at no great cost, especially when the 
weather smiles and the season of the year spreads flowers all over the 
green grass. Nor do hot fevers leave the body more swiftly if you toss on 
embroidered tapestries and shimmering purple than if you have to lie on 
common drapery. (5) Therefore, since riches are of no benefit in our 
body, nor social class nor a kingdom's glory, we should further suppose 
that they are of no benefit to the mind as well — unless it should happen, 
when you see your legions swarming over the area of the plain and 
stirring up mock war... that religion frightened by these things flees 
from your mind in terror, and the fears of death vacate your heart and 
leave it free from anxiety. (6) But if we see chat this is absurd and 
ludicrous, and if in truth the fears of men and the anxieties that follow 
them are not afraid of the sound of arms and fierce weapons, but boldly 
consort with kings and owners of substance and show no respect for the 
glitter of gold nor the brilliant gleam ofa purple robe, why do you doubt 
that all this power belongs to reason, especially when all life is struggling 
in darkness? For just as children are terrified and afraid of everything in 
blind darkness, so we in the light are at times afraid of things no more 
fearful than what children shudder at in darkness and imagine will. 
happen. (7) This terror and darkness of the mind, then, must be dispelled 
not by the rays of the sun and the gleaming shafts of day, but by nature $ 
appearance and rationale. l 
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X Lucretius 6.1-28 


(1) It was Athens of giorious name that first long ago bestowed on feeble 
mortals che produce of com, and refurbished life, and established laws. It 
was Athens too that first bestowed soothing pleasures on life, when she 
gave birth to a man endowed with such insight, who long ago gave 
utterance to everything with truthful voice. Dead though he is, his 
godlike discoveries spread his fame of old and now it reaches to heaven. 
(2) When he saw that mortals were already supplied with almost 
everything thac need demands for their livelihood, and thar their life as 
far as possible was firm and secure, that men had abundance of power 
through wealth and social status and fame and took pride in the good 
name of their sons, yet that at home no one’s heart was any less troubled, 
and that they were constantly wrecking their life, despite their 
intentions, under a compulsion to rage with aggressive complaints, he 
recognized that the flaw was there, caused by the utensil itself, and that by 
its flaw everything within was being befouled, whatever came in 
assembled from outside including beneficial things. (3) He saw that the 
cause was partly the leaks and holes, which made it impossible for the 
utensil ever to be filled up, and partly its virtually polluting everything it 
had taken in with a foul taste. And so he purged people's hearts with his 
truthful words, and established the limit of desire and fear, and laid out 
the nature of the highest good to which we all strive, and indicated the 


way by whose narrow path we may press on towards it on a straight 
course. 


| By the time of Epicurus pleasure had become one of the most discussed topics in 
Greek philosophy. His own account of it indicates close familiarity with the 
arguments for and against hedonism that are marshalled in Plato and Aristotle; 
readers who are new to the subject are advised to study Plato Protagoras 351b- 
358d, Gorgias 492d-507e, Republic 9.581a-587e, Philebus, and Aristotle 
Nicomachean ethics vil. tt-17, X.1—5, Rhetoric 1, 10-11. It can also be assumed that 
Epicurus knew and developed the blend of temperate enjoyment, quietude and 
self-sufficiency advocated by Democritus (see KRS 593-4), and reacted 
critically to the hedonism of Aristippus and the Cyrenaics. The sometimes 
defensive and attractively shocking style of a number of his pronouncements on 
Pleasure shows that he anticipated opposition and misunderstanding from rival 
Philosophers; and the Stoics readily accepted the bait (A 8, O). By the ume of 
our secondary sources Stoic insistence on the indifference of pleasure and pain 
tor happiness (cf. 58A 4) had strongly coloured the moral tradition, which can 
give the mistaken impression that Epicurean hedonism must have seemed 
outlandish to the majority of his contemporaries. A reading of the Aristotelian 
oo will give the proper historical perspective. Neither Plato nor Aristotle 
cae difficulty in regarding pleasure as a constituent of happiness, even 
Gh they would have firmly rejected Epicurus’ restriction of intrinsic 
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goodness to pleasure and his demotion of the virtues to purely instrumental 
goods (L2, M, O, P). Furthermore, Epicurus himself insisted that the 
pleasurable life entails and is entailed by living prudently, honourably and justly 
(B 6). Much of the interest of his ethics resides in his attempt to retain a good 
many traditional moral values without compromising the consistency of his 
hedonism. 

Contrary to what is often claimed, the details of Epicurus’ atomic theory do 
not appear to be presupposed in his ethics, Pleasure and pain are never identified 
with movements of atoms, even though Lucretius explains the differences 
between pleasant and painful tastes by the shapes of the ‘bodies’ that affect our 
mouth and palace (S). As ‘accidencs’ of perceivers (7C 5), pleasure and pain have 
no existence at the atomic level (7A 3), but only at chat of consciousness. What 
must be bome in mind, in considering the grounds of his ethics, are Epicurus’ 
rejection of teleology (ct. 13E, I, J) and of divine administration of the world, 
and his rigorous empiricism. If he was to contest the Pyrrhonian thesis that 
‘nothing exists which is good or bad by nature’ (tI), he had to da so on the basis 
of his own criteria of truth ~ sensations, preconceptions and feelings (17A). All 
three of these can be seen at work in A 2m4. Sense-perception, we may take it, 
confirms the truth of the commonplace claim (see Aristotle, Nicomachean ethics 
VIL.34, 1153625 and x.2, citing Eudoxus) thar all living creatures pursue pleasure 
and avoid pain, thereby demonstrating the naturalness of judging pleasure to be 
good and pain bad. Secondly, each person's feelings indicate the self-evident 
desirability of pleasure and undesirability of pain. In a somewhat Cartesian 
manner Epicurus, as Cicero reports him (A 2), invites us to consider ourselves as 
nothing if not sentient beings, with pleasure and pain as the irreducible 
objectives of our pursuit and avoidance. The ‘naturalness’ of such awareness has 
no teleological import; Epicurus does not say, as the Stoics did (57A), that our 
primary impulses are for the sake of our self-prescrvation. His claim is just that we 
tum out to be so constituted that we naturally (i.e. unavoidably} pursue pleasure 
and seek to avoid pain. Teleology enters his ethics as philosophical instruction, as 
a pian of life which accords with our natural needs but is not, so to speak, 
programmed by them (cf. B1. F2). Finally, we may note that the intrinsic 
desirability of pleasure and undesirability of pain was also justified, by fater 
Epicureans, as a ‘preconception’ (A 4): as such it is conceptually validated in a 
manner which, as with all preconceptions (see 17 commentary), is founded in 
immediate experience. 

Every pleasure qua pleasure is good, and every pain qua pain is bad (A 5, B3, 
D 1). But the ‘natural affinity’ of every pleasure and the converse for every pain 
are not reasons for pursuing the former and avoiding the latter irrespective of 
circumstances (A 5, B 3). Le. not every pleasure is choiceworthy. The grounds 
of this proposition introduce us to the most distinctive feature of Epicurus 
hedonism: ‘the greatest pleasure is the removal of all pain’ (A 6-8, cf. B 1—2, C 1, 
Er), If complete absence of bodily and mental pain constitutes the greatest 
pleasure, then it is only reasonable to avoid any pleasures which will imperil this 
objective, or to accept any pains which will help to secure it. Epicurus develops 
his hedonistic calculus accordingly (B 3, cf. D 1, 3, H 3), and recommends the 
avoidance of all pleasure sources which are likely to result in an excess of pain. 
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Ac first glance the denial of ‘anything in between pleasure and pain’ (A7) 
seems counter-intuitive. Plato had made this point (Republic 9,583¢—584a) 
arguing that it is just an illusion when in pain to think that the ending of the pain 
will actually be pleasure. However, his argument depends upon the assumption 
that both pleasure and pain are movements, with the absence of either 
constituting a state of rest. The Cyrenaics accepted his assumpuon, but Epicurus 
did not (R 1). In his theory it is essential to distinguish between ‘kinetic’ and 
‘sracic’ pleasure. Whar the latter comprises is exemplified in N and Q, a bodily 
state which is ‘comfortable’ or suffering trom no unsatisfied desire. That such a 
stare can be called pleasurable is entirely plausible if we regard pain as a 
disruption of the condition we tind nacurally congenial — ‘not being hungry or 
thirsty or cold’ (G 1). Whether or not Epicurus knew Aristotle's Nicomachean 
ethics, he would have found general support for this concept of ‘static’ 
pleasure in Aristotle's claim chat pleasure is ‘the activity of the natural state’ 
(Nicomachean ethics vit.i2, t1$3a14) and in his further observation that ‘there is 
not only an activity of movement but an activity of immobilicy, and pleasure is 
found more in rest than in movement’ (1154628). Since Epicurus wants to 
establish a rational basis for a whole life in which pleasure will predominate over 
pain, we should not be surprised at his saying ‘the time when we need pleasure is 
when we are in pain from the absence of pleasure’ (B 2). Someone suffused with 
‘static’ pleasure — free from all bodily and mental pain, and thus able to funetion 
fully in all his faculties — has al] the pleasure he needs for happiness. 

Epicurus appears to have used ‘kinetic’ pleasure to designate all experience 
which consists in the active stimulation of enjoyable bodily feelings or states of 
mind (cf. the Stoic goods ‘in process’ at 60) x where the Greek for ‘in process’ is 
the same expression which we translate ‘kinetic’ for Epicurus). As long as pain is 
absent we have static pleasure, but kinetic pleasure will last only as iong as the 
activity giving rise to it. Hence, though necessarily good, it is incapable of 
challenging static pleasure as a long-term excellence which embraces the whole 
organism and removes all bodily and mental pain (cf. the interesting 
counterfactual prepositions of D 2-3}, In Q Cicero associates kinetic pleasure 
both with the process of removing pain (quenching a thirst) and with ‘varying’ a 
pre-existent pleasure consisting in no pain (presumably drinking when suffering 
from no thirst). Because such ‘variations’ supervene upon static pleasure without 
increasing it (A 7, E 1, cf. I, J), it is often supposed that Cicero was mistaken in 
also associating the process of removing pain with kinetic pleasure. Buc his 
evidence, if a bit misleadingly expressed, is almost certainly correct. Epicurus 
plainly recognized chat we derive pleasure from the process of satisfying desires, 
Le. removing pains. What he is anxious to combar is the Cyrenaic thesis that a 
truly pleasurable life consists solely in a constant succession of such enjoyments. 
Plato had satirized such a life as one of constantly seeking to replenish a leaking 
jar (Gorgias 493a), an image repeated by Lucretius (X 2-3; 24F 5}. Hence 
Epicurus firmly subordinares kinetic to static pleasure, treating the former either 
38a stage on the way to the ultimate goal of absence of pain, or as a variation of 

at condition when achieved. 
ee subordination does not imply that all desires which involve kinetic 

€ are to be eliminated or that some such pleasures are inessential to 
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happiness. Certainly the Epicureans insist that many sources of kinetic pleasure, 
for imstance sex (B 5, G 3) or luxurious food and drink (B 5, J), are likely to do us 
more harm than good in the long run; and that a frugal life, based upon an 
understanding ot the cardinal difference between necessary, merely natural, and 
empty desires (B 1-5, E 3, G 4, H), is che best recipe for happiness. But the ideal 
Epicurean life, as described by Lucretius (W 4}, includes sensual enjoyment as 
well as absence of pain; and the pleasures described as indispensable to the 
conception of anything good include ones which must be kinetic, ‘those of taste 
.. and listening co music and pleasant monons felt by the eyes’ (L). Epicurus 
probably supposed that any condition in which we are free from bodily and 
mental pain normally includes some kinetic pleasures as well. And he explicitly 
acknowledged that the kinetic pleasure of joy (R) enabled him to counterbaj- 
ance the most acure stomach pains (24D). The Epicurean expectation of a life of 
enduring pleasure is a more feasible objective if the variations produced by 
kinetic pleasures are an indispensable feature; they can help us to avoid pain, or 
counterbalance it at lease, by prompting us co attend to sources of pleasure that 
happen co be available (e.g. listening to music if we cannot see our friends). Thus 
kinetic pleasures will not increase happiness beyond absence of pain, but they 
may prevent pain from interrupting static pleasure. Moreover, the principal 
Epicurean means of counteracting bodily pain is the recollection and anticipa- 
tion of pleasures (T), and in order to provide sufficient variety for the purpose 
these would have ro be kineric. This, we suggest, adequately explains the 
undeniable emphasis on sensory stimulation in L, a passage which was (and 
continues to be) repeatedly quoted our of context by Epicurus’ critics as evidence 
of crude sensualism on his part. 

Despite the apparently exclusive concentration in such texts (cf, also C 2, G1, 
M. N) on the pleasure or pain of the flesh, Epicurus nevertheless insists that ‘the 
beginning and the greatest good’ for living pleasurably is ‘prudence’ (B 6), 
which generates the other virtues, and provides the ‘sober reasoning which 
tracks down the causes of every choice and avoidance, and which bamishes the 
opinions that beser souls with the greatest confusion’ (B5}. Allowing for 
differences of emphasis appropriate to different contexts, it seems correct to 
suppose that he did regard bodily pleasures in the static sense (cf. G 1) as primary, 
and also acknowledged, as primary to mental pleasure, awareness of and 
confidence in bodily well-being (cf. Ex, N, T, U 2). But the superiority of 
mental to bodily pleasure (V. cf. U2) can hardly be restricted to the mind's 
ability to remember and anticipate the body's absence of pain. Such a restriction 
fails to account for the pleasures deriving from removal of fears of death and the 
gods, Epicurus’ ability ca overcome bodily pain with joyous remembrance of 
philosophical conversations {24 D), and, above all, the enormous emphasis 
placed upon the pleasures engendered by friendship (22E1, Fr, 7 etc.). 

Although freedom from bodily pain and freedom from mental disturbance 
jomdy constitute the Epicurean good (B1, 5, W), the superiority of mental 
pleasure, noted above, makes freedom from mental disturbance {ataraxia}, OF 
tranquillity, the supreme hallmark of Epicurean happiness. It is perhaps 10 
coincidence that tranquillity was represented as the good by Pyrrho (1F 5; 2E), 
whose personal example of lifestyle and temperament Epicurus had greatly 
admired (1B 2; cf. 2 commentary). H 
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In assessing all this material it is essential to recognize Epicurus’ insistence that 
hedonic happiness will emerge if people remove the impediments to it, which 
are largely due to false beliefs concerning inessential goods and avoidable pains 
(see W, X; 24C). The sources of those pleasures that happiness requires are 
readily available (X 2), and pain need never outweigh such pleasures (C 2). Thus 
the Epicurean, equipped wich true beliefs about the world and his own needs, 
and disposed to organize his actions in ways that conform to basic moral norms, 
will achieve not the invariable happiness symbolized by god (cf. 23), but the 
incremental happiness (K} which in no way falls short of the divine kind (cf. G x; 
14D 5; 23J-K). 


22 Society 
A Epicurus, Key doctrines 31-5 


(1) [31] Nature’s justice is a guarantee of utility with a view to not harm- 
ing one another and not being harmed. (2) [32] Nothing is just or unjust 
in relation to those creatures which were unable to make contracts over 
not harming one another and noc being harmed; so too with all peoples 
which were unable or unwilling to make contracts over not harming and 
not being harmed. (3) [33] Justice was never anything per se, but a 
contract, regularly arising at some place or other in peopie's dealings 
with one another, over not harming or being harmed. (4) [34] Injustice is 
something bad not per se but in the fear that anses from the suspicion that 
one will not escape the notice of those who have the authority co punish 
such things. (5) [35] No one who secretly infringes any of the terms of a 
mutual contract made with a view to not harming and not being harmed 
can be confident that he will escape detection even if he does so countless 
times. For right up to his death it is unclear whether he will actually 
escape. 


B Epicurus, Key doctrines 36-7, 17 


(1) [36] Taken generaily, justice is the same for all, since it is something 
useful in people’s social relationships. Buc in the light of what is peculiar 
to a region and to the whole range of determinants, the same thing does 
not turn out to be just for all. (2) [37| What is legally deemed to be just 
has its existence in the domain of justice whenever it is attested to be 
useful in the requirements of social relationships, whether or not it turns 
out to be the same for all. But if someone makes a law and it does not 
happen to accord with the utility of social relationships, it no longer has 
the nature of justice. And even if what is useful in the sphere of justice 
changes but fits the Preconcepuon for some time, it was no less just 

Toughout that time for those who do not confuse themselves with 
smpty utterances but simply look at the facts. (3) [17] The just < life > is 


Mast free from disturbance, but the unjust life is full of the greatest 
disturbance, 
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C Epicurus, Key doctrines 7, 40 


(1) [7] Certain people wanted to become famous and admired, thinking 
thac they would thus acquire security from other men. Consequently, if 
such people’s life was secure, they did obtain nature’s good; but if it was 
not secure, they are not in possession of the objective which they 
originally sought after on the basis of nature’s affinity. (2) [40] Those 
who had the power to eliminate all fear of their neighbours lived together 
accordingly in the most pleasurable way, through having the firmest 
pledge of security; and after enjoying the fullest intimacy, they did not 
grieve over someone’s untimely death as if it called for commiseration. 


D Epicurus, Vatican sayings $8, 70, 79 


(x) {58} We must liberate ourselves from the prison of routine business 
and politics. (2) [70] Let nothing be done in your hfe which will bring 
you fear if it should be known to your neighbour. (3} [79] The 
undisturbed man causes no stress to himself or to anyone else. 


E Epicurus, Key doctrines 27-8 


(1) [27] OF the things wisdom acquires for the blessedness of life as a 
whole, far the greatest is the possession of friendship. (2) [28} Confidence 
that nothing terrible lasts for ever or even fora long time is produced by 
the same judgement that also achieves the insight that friendship’s 
security within chose very limitations is perfectly complete. 


F Epicurus, Vatican sayings 23, 28, 34, 39, $2, 66, 78 


(1) [23] All friendship is an intrinsic virtue, but it originates from 
benefiting. (2) [28] Neither thase who are over-eager for friendship nor 
those who are hesitant should be approved, but it is also necessary to take 
risks for the sake of friendship. (3) [34] It is noc our friends’ help that we 
need so much as the confidence of their help. (4) [39] One who is always 
iooking for help is not a friend, nor is one who never associates help with 
friendship. For the former trades sentiment for recompense, while the 
latter cuts off confident expectation in regard to the future. (5) [52] 
Friendship dances round the world announcing to us all thar we should 
wake up and felicitate one another. (6) {66] Let us feel for our friends not 
by mourning but by thinking of them. (7) [78] The man of noble 
character is chiefly concerned with wisdom and friendship, Of these the 
former is a mortal good, but the latter is immortal. 


G Plutarch, Against Epicurean happiness 1097A (Usener $44, part) 


They themselves [Epicureans] in fact say Bat it is more pleasurable to 
confer a benefit than to receive one. 
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H Plutarch, Against Colotes 11118 (Usener 546) 


Though choosing friendship for the sake of pleasure, he [Epicurus] says ` 
he takes on the greatest pains on behalf of his friends. j 


I Seneca, Letters 19.10 (Usener 542) 


He [Epicurus] says you should be more concerned at inspecting whom 
you eat and drink with, than what you eat and drink. For feeding 
without a friend is the life of a lion and a wolf. 


J Lucretius 5.925—-38, 953-61 


(1) But the human race at that time was much hardier on the land, as was * 
fitting for creatures engendered by the hard earth. Supported from 
within on larger and more solid bones, they were fitted all over their flesh 
with powerful sinews, and were not easily capable of being harmed by 
heat or cold or unusual tood or any damage to the body. (2) And for 
many of the sun’s cycles through the sky they dragged out their life in the 
roving manner of wild beasts. There was no sturdy director of the 
rounded plough, no one who knew how to work the land with iron or to 
dig young shoots into the soil or to cut down the old branches of tail trees 
with pruning knives. What sun and rain had given, what earth had 
created of its own accord, was gift sufficient to satisfy their hearts . . . (3) 
As yet they did not know how to manipulate things with fire. nor how to 
use skins and clothe their bodies in the spoils of wild beasts. They dwelt in 
woods and mountain caves and forests, and used co hide their rough 
limbs amid shrubs when forced to take shelter from the lash of winds and 
rains. (4} Nor could they have the common good in view, nor did they 
know how to make mutual use of any customs or laws. Whatever prize 
fortune had provided to each man, he carried off, raught to apply his 
strength and live on his own account just for himself. 


K Lucretius §.1011-27 


(1) Then after they obtained huts and skins and fire, and woman united 
with man withdrew into a single marriage, and they saw offspring 
engendered from themselves, then the human race first began to soften. 
For fire saw to it that their chilly bodies could not now bear cold so well 
under the covering of the sky; sex sapped their strength, and children by 
their charm easily broke their parents’ stern demeanour. (2) Then coo 
neighbours began to form friendships, eager not to harm one another 
and not to be harmed; and they gained protection for children and for the 
female sex, when with babyish noises and gestures they indicated that it is 
night for everyone to pity the weak. (3) Yet harmony could not entirely 

created; but a good and substantial number preserved their contracts 
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honourably. Otherwise the human race would even then have been 
totally destroyed, and reproduction could not have maintained the 
generations down to the present day. 


L Lucretius 5.1105—§7 


(1) Day by day those of outstanding intellect and strength of mind would 
give increasing demonstrations of how to change the earlier mode of life 
by innovations and by fire. Kings began to found cities and to establish 
citadels for their own protection and refuge. They distributed cattle and 
lands, giving them to each man on the basis of his looks and strength and 
intellect; for good looks counted for much and strength was at a 
premium. (2) Later came the invention of private property and the 
discovery of gold, which easily robbed the strong and handsome of their 
status; for in general people follow the wealthier man's party, however 
vigorous and handsome they may be by birth. But if someone should 
govern his life by true reasoning, a man’s great wealth is co live sparingly 
with a tranquil mind; for there is never a shortage of little. (3) But men 
wished to be famous and powerful, to secure a stable foundation for their 
fortune and the means of living out a peaceful life with wealth. To no 
purpose — in struggling to climb up ro the pinnacle of status, they made 
their journey perilous. Even from the summit, resentment in a while, like 
a thunderbolt, strikes and hurls them down with ignominy into a foul 
abyss. For resentment, like a thunderbolt, generally scorches the heights 
and everything that is much higher than the rest. It is far better, then, to 
be obedient and quiet than to want imperial rule and the occupation of 
kingdoms. (4) Let them accordingly toil in vain and sweat out their 
blood, as they fight along the narrow road of ambition. For the wisdom 
they savour is from another's mouth and they seek things from hearsay 
rather than from their own sensations. This was as much the case in the 
past as it is now and will be. (5) And so the kings were killed; the ancient 
majesty of thrones and proud sceptres lay overtumed, and the illustrious 
badge of the sovereign head was stained with blood, mourning Its great 
rank under the feet of the mob. For things are avidly stamped upon when 
they have previously roused extreme terror. Thus affairs were returning 
to the dregs of disorder, with each man seeking supreme power for 
himself. (6) Then some people taught how to institute magistrates and 
constitutional rights, with a view to the voluntary employment of laws. 
For the human race, worn out by its violent way of life, was enfeebled by 
feuds; all the more, then, of its own volition it submitted to laws and 
constraining rights. Each man had been ready out of passion to avenge 
himself more fiercely than is now permitted by equitable laws, and 
therefore people were nauseated by their violent way of life. (7) Since 
then, fear of punishment spoils the prizes of life. Violence and 
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wrongdoing entrap each person and generally recoil on their originator. 
It is not easy for one who infringes the common contracts of peace by his 
deeds to lead a calm and tranquil life. For even if he escapes notice by the 
race of gods and men, he must lack confidence that it will stay hidden for 
ever. 


M Porphyry, On abstinence 1.7.1-9.4 


[Reporting the Epicurean Hermarchus] (1) The Epicureans . . . say that 
the ancient legislators, after studying men’s social life and their dealings 
with one another, pronounced murder a sacrilege and attached special 
penalties to it. Another factor may have been the existence of a certain 
natural affinity between man and man, deriving from their likeness in 
body and soul, which inhibited the destruction of this kind of creature as 
readily as thac of others whom it is permitted to kill. Buc the principal 
reason for their refusal to tolerate murder and for pronouncing it 
sacrilegious was the belief that it is not useful to the general structure of 
human life. (2) Thereafter, those who understood the utility of the law 
had no need of any further reason to restrain them from this act; the 
others, who were unable to take sufficient cognizance of this, retrained 
from readily killing one another through fear of the magnitude of the 
punishment. It is evident that each of these inhibitions is still operative 
today . . . (3) Originally no law, whether written or unwritten, among 
those that persist today and are naturally transmitted, was established by 
force, but only by agreement of the users themselves. For what 
distinguished the men who popularized such practices from che masses 
wasnot their physical strength and totalitarian power but their prudence. 
They established a rational calculation of utility in those whose previous 
perception of this was irrational and often forgetful, while terrifying 
others by the magnitude of the penalties. For the only remedy against the 
ignorance of utility was fear of the punishment fixed by the law. Today 
too this is the only check and deterrent on ordinary people from acting 
against public or private interest. (4) But ifeveryone were equally able to 
observe and be mindful of utility, they would have no need of laws in 
addition; of their own volition, they would steer clear of what is 
forbidden and do what is prescribed. For the observation of whatis useful 
and harmful is sufficient to secure avoidance of some things and choice of 
others. The threat of punishment is addressed to those who fail to take 
note of utility. For hanging over them, it compels them to master 
impulses which lead to inexpedient actions that are contrary to utility, 
and torcibly helps to constrain them to do what they should. (5) This 
rae too why the legislators did not exempt unintentional killing 
whe punishment; they wanted to avoid giving any pretext to people 

© might intentionally choose to imitate acts done unintentionally, and 
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also to ensure that such matters should not be approached with a 
carelessness or casualness which would have many genuinely uninten- 
tional consequences. For unintentional killing was also incompatible 
wich utility, and for the same reasons as people's intentional destruction 
of one another. (6) Consequently, since some unintentional acts arise 
from causes that are indeterminable and beyond man’s nature to forestall, 
while others are due to our own negligence and inattention to what 
matters, they wished to restrain the carelessness which does harm to a 
man’s neighbours. Hence they did not exempt unintentional action from 
all penalty, but through holding out the fear of punishments succeeded in 
removing most of this kind of otfence. (7) In my own opinion, 
moreover, the reason why murders excused by the law are subject to the 
practice of expiation through purifications, as intended by those who 
initiated this excellent custom, was to deter people as far as possible from 
the intentional action. For ordinary people everywhere needed a check 
on their readiness to act contrary to utilicy. (8) Therefore those who were 
first aware of this not only drew up punishments but also held our the 
threat of a different and irrational fear, with the pronouncement that 
those guilty of any kind of homicide were impure until they had 
experienced purification. For the irrational part of the soul, by various 
forms of education, has arrived ac che present condition of civility as a 
result of the civilizing devices applied to the irrational motion of desire 
by those who originally set the masses in order; and these include the 
prohibition of indiscriminately killing one another. 


N Porphyry, On abstinence 1.10.1-12.7 


{Reporting the Epicurean Hermarchus] (1) In determining what we 
should and should not do, the first legislators had good reason for not 
setting any ban on the destruction of other creatures. For in regard to 
these utility results from the opposite action: man would not have been 
able to survive without taking steps to defend himself against animals 
by living a social life. (2) Some of the most talented men of the time 
remembered that they themselves abstained from murder because that 
was useful for their preservation; and they reminded the rest of what they 
gained from their social life, that by keeping their hands off their own 
kind they might safeguard the community which contributed to the 
individual preservation of each person. Existing as a separate community 
and doing no harm to their fellow residents were useful for expelling 
creatures of other species; and also as a protection against men intent on 
doing harm. This is the reason why for a while people kept their hands off 
their own kind, in as much as the latter were entering into the same 
community of needs... . (3) But as time passed, the population expanded; 
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creatures of other kinds were expelled . . . and some people acquired a 
rational calculation of what was useful in their social life, not just an 
irrational memory. (4) Accordingly they attempted to impose stronger 
restraints on those who were ready to kill one another and were 
weakening internal security by their forgetfuiness of the past. In their 
efforts to do this, they introduced the legislation which still exists today 
among cities and peoples. The masses complied with their legislators 
voluntarily, as a result of now having a better grasp of what was useful in 
their social grouping. For their absence of fear was promoted equally by 
the merciless killing of everything harmful and the preservation of every 
means to its destruction. Hence, with good reason, one of the above 
mentioned [killings] was forbidden, the other permitted. (5) it is 
irrelevant to point out that the law permits us to kill certain animals that 
are not destructive to man or harmful to our lives in any other way. For 
practically none of the animals we are permitted by law to kill would fail 
to be harmful to us if ic were allowed to proliferate to excess. Yet by 
being preserved in their present numbers they satisfy certain of our life's 
needs . . . Hence we completely destroy some animals (lions, wolves, 
etc,], but in the case of other animals [sheep, cattle etc.] we only get rid of 
the excess. (6) We must suppose that reasons similar to what has been 
mentioned influenced those who originally made laws concerning the 
regulation of eating living beings. In the case of the inedible, the reason 
was utility and its opposite. Hence it is a mark of gross stupidity for some 
people to say thar everything excellent and just in che sphere of legislation 
is determined by individual judgements. This is not the case; rather it is 
just like other matters of utilicy, such as health and thousands of others. 
(7) In many cases, however, they miss what is universal as well as what is 
individual. For it is the case both that some people fail to see those laws 
which fit everyone alike, either ignoring them in the belief that they are 
indifferent or taking the opposite view about them, and that some people 
think things which are not universally useful to be useful everywhere. 
Accordingly, they attach themselves to measures which do not fit, even if 
in some cases they do discover what is profitable to themselves and what 
is universally beneficial. (8) Such laws include ones concerned with the 
eating and destruction of living things. Among most peoples these laws 
ate formulated on account of the particular nature of the country, and we 
do not have to observe them since we do not live in the same place. (9) If, 
then, it were possible co make a kind of contract with the other animals, 
as with men, over their nor killing us or being killed by us indiscrimin- 
ately, it would have been good to push justice up to this point; for it 
would have extended our security. (10) But since it was impossible to 
associate creatures that lack reason with law, it was not possible to use 
such an instrument as the means of providing for utility in our security 
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from other living beings any more than from lifeless things. All char can 
assure our security is the option, that we now have, of killing chem. 


© Cicero, On ends 1.66-70 


[The Epicurean spokesman, Torquatus} (r) I notice that friendship has 
been discussed by our school in three ways. Some have said that the 
pleasures which beiong to friends are not as desirable per se as those we 
desire as our own. This position is thoughe by certain people to make 
friendship unstable, though in my opinion its proponents are successful 
and easily defend themselves. (2) They say that friendship is no more 
separable from pleasure than are the virtues we discussed previously. A 
lonely life wichout friends is packed wich risks and anxieties. Therefore 
reason itself advises the formation of friendships; their acquisition 
strengthens the mind and gives it che absolutely secure expectation of 
generacing pleasures. (3) Moreover, just as enmities, resentments and 
disparagements are opposed to pleasures, so friendships are creators of 
pleasures, as well as being their most reliable protectors, for friends and 
for ourselves alike, The pleasures they enjoy are not only of the present, 
buc they are also elated by the hope of the near and distant future, 
Without friendship we are quite unable to secure a joy in life which is 
steady and lasting, nor can we preserve friendship itself unless we love 
our friends as much as ourselves. Therefore friendship involves both this 
latter and the link with pleasure. For we rejoice in our friends’ joy as 
much as in our own and are equally pained by their distress. The wise 
man, therefore, wil! have just the same feelings towards his friend that he 
has for himself, and he will work as much for his friend’s pleasure as he 
would for his own. . . (4} Some Epicureans, however, though intelligent 
enough, are a httle more timid in facing the criticisms from you 
[Academics]: they are afraid that if we regard friendship as desirable just 
for our own pleasure, it will seem to be completely crippled, as it were. In 
their view, then, the first associations and unions and wishes to form 
relationships occur for the sake of pleasure; but when advancing 
familiarity has produced intimacy, affection blossoms to such an extent 
that friends come to be loved just for their own sake even if no advantage 
accrues from the friendship. If, at any rate, familiarity with places, 
temples, cities, gymnasia, playing-fields, dogs, horses, hunting and other 
sports, gets us in the habit of loving them. how much more easily and 
rightly could this happen in human relationships! (5) There are also some 
who say that wise men have a sort of contract to love their friends no less 
than themselves. We understand the possibility of this, and often observe 
it too. It is self-evident that no better means of living joyously can be 
found than such a relationship. (6) All of these points serve to settle not 
just the absence of any problem in accounting for friendship, if che 


132 


22 Society 


highest good is located in pleasure, but the impossibility without this 
thesis of finding any basis at all for friendship. : 


P Diogenes of Oenoanda 25.2.3-11 ~ 


In relation to each segment of the earth different people have different 
native lands. But in relation to the whole circuit of this world the entire 
earth is a single native land for everyone, and the world a single home. 


Q Diogenes Laertius 10.117-20 


[Epicurus’ and his followers’ opinions on the wise man] (1) The motives 
for one man harming another are enmity, resentment and disparage- 
ment, which the wise man masters by reason. (2) Once he has become 
wise, he no longer adopts the opposite character and does not 
intentionally feign it either, rather, he will be affected by feelings but 
without having his wisdom impeded. However, not every bodily 
condition nor every people makes the occurrence ofa wise man possible. 
(3) Even if he is put on the rack, the wise man is happy . . . But when he is 
on the rack, he shrieks and groans. (4) He will have no sexual intercourse 
witha woman whom the laws forbid. . . Nor wiilhe punish his slaves, but 
will rather pity them and forgive any who are of good character. (5) The 
Epicureans do not think that the wise man will fall in love, nor will he 
care about his funeral . . . or make fine public speeches . . . He will marry 
and have children . . . but he will not engage in polities . . . or rule as a 
tyrant or live as a Cynic... or a beggar. Even if he is robbed of his eyes, he 
will keep his share in life . . . He will feel grief... and bring lawsuits, and 
leave writings when he dies. But he will not make ceremonial speeches. 
He will be concerned about his property and the future, enjoy the 
countryside, be equipped against fortune, and never give up a friend. (6) 
He will be concemed about his reputation, up to the point of ensuring 
thar he will not be disparaged. He will take more delight than other men 
in theatrical events. He will set up statues but be indifferent about having 
one. Only he could discourse correctly about music and poetry, but he 
would not actually write poems. One wise man isnot wiser than another. 
He will make money, but only by his wisdom, ifhe is hard up. He will on 
occasion pay court toa king. He will take pleasure in someone's being put 
straight. He will set up a school, but not one which results in courting the 
mob. He will give public lectures, but not at his own wish. He will hold 
firm doctrines and not be aporetic. In sleep he will be just the same. And 
he will on occasion die for a friend. 


R Plutarch, Against Colotes 1124D 


Right at the end of the book he [Colotes] says that ‘those who drew up 
Ws and customs and established monarchical and other forms of 
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government brought life into a state of much security and tranquillity 
and banished turmoil; and if anyone should remove these things, we 
would live a life of beasts, and one man on meeting another will all but 
devour him’. 


S Diogenes of Oenoanda, new fr. 21.1.4-14, 2-10-14 


Then truly the life of the gods will pass to men. For everything will be 
full of justice and mutual friendship, and there will come to be no need of 
city-walls or laws and all the things we manufacture on account of one 
another. As for the necessities derived from agriculture . . . such activities 
will, to the extent that need requires, interrupt the continuity of 
philosophizing; for the farming operations <will provide us> with 
what our nature desires, 


As a moral philosopher, Epicurus is principally known for his hedonism. 
Coupled with his famous interdict on engagement in politics (cf. D1, Q 5), to 
which the communicy of his Garden is often regarded as the model alternative, 
the Epicurean way of life has been criticized as narrowly self-interested, 
negative, and unresponsive to the needs of society in general. The material 
collected here, on justice, friendship, and social institutions, shows that such 
assessments fail to capture Epicurus’ view of how human beings stand and 
should stand in relation to one another. [f he anticipates Bentham's initial 
proposition, ‘Nature has placed mankind under the governance of two 
sovereign masters, pain and pleasure’ (opening of An introduction to the principles of 
morals and legislation), he also foreshadows Mill as well as Bentham in justifying 
courses of action and social practices by reference to their unity in promoting 
pleasure and diminishing pain, for communities as well as for the individuals that 
compose them (A, B, M, N}. Our presenration of his teaching on pleasure and 
society in different sections is no more than a convenience of exposition. It does 
not imply that the two sets of texts can be adequately studied in isolation from 
one another, or that an Epicurean can achieve his goal of equanimity 
independently of the social prescriptions and theories assembled in this section. 


Having totally dispensed with teleology in his cosmology (13), Epicurus opted 
for an evolutionist or experimental account of the origin and development of 
human institutions (J-N). Human nature has become drastically different 
physically and mentally from that of primitive man, in response to changes, 
partly man-made, to the external environment (J, K, L). Just as language 
evolved naturally, at a particular stage of human evolution (19), so the 
beginnings of co-operation are traced to the time when ‘the human race began 
to soften’ (K 1}, under the influence of rudimentary technology and family life. 
Justice, then, is not something per se (A3, 4), but a historically conditioned 
phenomenon, institucionalizing the recognition that members of a social group 
can best secure freedom from being harmed by a mutual agreement not to harm 
onc another. The existence of justice is entirely dependent upon (1) the ability to 
make such contracts (A 2), and (2) their actually achieving the intended result- 
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‘the utility of social relationships’ (B 2}. Hence a codifted legal system will be just 
ifand only if it satisfies this criterion (B 2). Buc ‘the utility of social relationships’ 
specifies invariant conditions for justice only in che most general way: it does not 
require every just society to make the particulars of its contract identical (B 1, cf. 
N 8), nor does it exclude conceptions ot what the contract should include fram 
being modified over time (B2). Thus an Epicurean could hold both that 
apartheid, though legally sanctioned, is unjust, and also thar no injustice was 
done to women before female suffrage was introduced, even though ic would 
now be unjust to deprive them of the vote. It should be noted that condition {1} 
above does nor strictly confine justice to human beings (cf. A 2 on ‘creatures’), 
and it is possible to interpret the mutually useful relationship between man and 
domesticated animals (13f2z-3} as an extension of the principle. But 
Hermarchus, Epicurus’ successor, limits the making of the requisite contracts to 
rational beings (N 9—10). 

Epicurus’ approach to the origin and objective status of justice recalls fifth- 
century sophistic debates concerning the respective contributions of nature or 
convention to moral values. It is, however, original in essence, and significantly 
different from the ‘socia] concract’ outlined by Glaucon in Plata, Republic 2, to 
which it is often assimilated. According to Glaucon, the contract, ‘not to da 
wrong or to suffer it’, originated asa compromise. Those who agreed to it did so 
because they found the advantages of doing wrong more than counterbalanced 
by the disadvantages of being wronged without redress. On this view, justice 
inclines to the lesser of two evils; but no one, who had the power to do wrong 
with impunity, would be sane to enter into such a contract. The force of this 
point is then underlined by the story of Gyges, whose magic ning, by making 
him invisible, furnished immunity from detection. Glaucon infers that even the 
just man would commit Gyges’ crimes if he could be sure of getting away with 
them. 

As A5 (cf. B3, C1, L 7) shows, Epicurus insisted that no Gyges ever could 
have such confidence; he dismisses this threat to justice as urterly counterfactual. 
And his difference from Glaucon goes much deeper. On Epicurus’ account, the 
social contract arises not as a compromise but as a “natural guarantee’ (A 1) that 
wil help to secure the freedom from pain, and tranquillity, which are everyone's 
natural objective (C1). The reasons for wrong-doing, like the misplaced 
ambitions for power and status with which they are frequently linked, stem 
from misunderstanding the means of obtaining security and tranquillity (L; cf. 
21W, X; 24C 3). 

Instead of treating nature or convention as exclusive alternatives between 
which the social anthropologist must choose, Epicurus allows explanatory force 
to both concepts, with utility as the causal factor that links them together. As 
language originated instinctively but became refined by artifice (19A, B), so 
“ncontrived patterns of behaviour, which turned out to be collectively useful, 
Were recognized to have this feature, thus stimulating rational and deliberate 
etforts to institutionalize what was ‘useful to the general structure of human life’ 
iM 1). This principle is rigorously and repeatedly deployed by Hermarchus in 
his Account of the reasons for prohibiting and punishing intentional and 
accidental homicide, and the absence of these in relation to the killing of animals 


135 


Epicurean ethics 


(M, N}. Like Epicurus (19A 4) and Lucretius (L 1, 6}, Hermarchus traces the 
origin of decisive advances in human culture to the insight and prudence (M I-32, 
N 2} of exceptionally intelligent individuals. The reader can follow for himself 
the stages which Jed to the formal institution of punishments and laws (M 3-8, 
L5-7). Points deserving particular attention are Hermarchus’ claim that 
rational calculation of utility, if universalized, would render laws redundanc 
(M 4-5); his treatment of civilization as an educated restraint of irrational desire 
{M 8; ct. 14D5, 21F 2); his distinction between irrational memory and rational 
calculation (M3, N 3~4); his attack on moral subjectivism (N 6); and his and 
Lucretius’ stress on the voluntary consent of the masses to the prescriptions of 
their legislacors (L6, N 4). 

From Epicurus’ own pen the origin of language (19A) is the only surviving 
item of cultural history. It chimes sufficiently weil with the methods of 
Hermarchus and Lucretius to suggest that their evidence is generally valid for 
the founder himself. However, we should note the contrast between 
Hermarchus’ dispassionate cone and che moral indignation or pessimism 
prevalent in Lucretius. The latter almost certainly was partly prompted by the 
experience of civic strife which had torn the Roman Republic apare throughout 
his life. Certain passages in Lucretius (e.g. 5.939-82, following J2) have 
sometimes given rise co the view that Epicurus himself was a primitivist, who 
regarded all features of modem society as alien to man's natural needs. Such a 
reading (cf. J 3, 21X 1-2) does not suit Lucretius, in fact, and is wholly excluded 
for Epicurus and his contemporary followers. The neglected evidence of 
Colotes (R) on the benefits of law and constitutional government is wholly in 
line with Hermarchus, whose comment on the theoretical dispensability of laws 
(M 4} is noc a recommendation for their removal from society at present. Only 
in a world where mankind in general has become Epicurean, ‘full of justice and 
mutual friendship’, will laws and other protective institutions cease to be 
necessary (S). Of a similar tenor, perhaps, is Diogenes of Oenoanda's further 
remark, distinguishing nationalist and mternationalist conceptions of what 
constitutes someone's land (P). [f particular states will have withered away at the 
Epicurean millennium, the world for which Epicurus devised his own social 
prescriptions continues to be that of the Greek polis (see the actions characteristic 
of the ‘wise man’, Q). 

What Epicurus prohibits (as does Lucretius in his more balanced moments} is 
notali forms of conventional social life, but active and ‘willing’ (see Usener 554) 
involvement in competition for political office and popular renown. The 
grounds for disparaging these are not that they are intrinsically bad or harmful. 
but that they are highly unpromising means of obtaining the security that 
everyone naturally wants (C1, L 3-4; 21W 2-3). Lucretius’ stress om the 
‘resentment’ inspired by fame and power, combined with Epicurus’ insistence 
on the need to avoid courting this in one’s neighbours (C 2, D 2-3, cf. Q t), 
places the Epicurean policy within social realities thar are illustrated time and 
again in Greek and Roman oratory or drama. To the charge that his attitude to 
politics is irresponsible and complacent, Epicurus could reply chat his 
philosophy offers an alternative way of organizing society, which retains those 
institutions — justice, friendship, economic co-operation (see S} ~ that are truly 
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useful to everyone's needs, but eliminates everything that promotes false 
conceptions of value and endangers people's happiness. When all the evidence is 
duly considered, Epicureanism would be better regarded as a radical but 
selective critique of contemporary politics, rather than the apolitical posture 
with which it is frequently identified. 

This conclusion is reinforced by the Epicurean treatment of friendship. In 
reviewing this material (E-I, O), it is essential co remember that friendship, in its 
Graeco-Roman usage, has a political resonance absent from the modern 
concept. Covering familial and excra-familial relationships, philia in Greek 
{amicitia in Latin) was regularly conceived as the foundation of social cohesion — 
a political concept, in other words (cf. Amstotle, Nicomachean ethics 8.1). In the 
absence of anything approximating to the welfare state, friends were expected 
to offer one another a mutual support system which implied a semi- 
institutionalized notion of reciprocal benefits; and this was of particular 
importance in public as well as private life. Ac the same time friendship was 
taken to include the mutual affection and sentiments characteristic of our 
modern concept. It is not surprising, then, that Lucretius links sentimental and 
prudential considerations in his account of the origin of friendships between 
neighbours, or that his account of its motivation is the social contract chat defines 
justice (K 2). As Aristotle indicates (foc. cit.), friendship was naturally thought of 
as a relationship thac included and transcended justice. 

Epicurus’ emphasis on the absolute necessity of friendship for happiness (E 1, 
F7, O 2-3) is in line with papular Greek morality; but his conception of its 
nature is determined by the general principles of his ethics. Like justice, 
friendship is a means co absence of pain, or tranquillity, by the protection and 
confidence it provides (F 3~4, cf. I). Its utility in this regard ts foundanonal tef, 
F1, 4). Unlike justice, however, friendship also produces joy (O 3, a ‘kinetic’ 
pleasure, sce 21R1), and is describable as an ‘immortal good’ (F7). Thar 
friendship outlasts death can be perceived in the recommendation that we 
should continue to think of (not mourn) our lost friends (F 6, cf. C 2). Epicurus 
had particular reason to stress the hedonic contribution of friendship in the light 
of his daring, ifimplausible, claim that severe pains are brief, and long pains mild 
(21€ 2). Given his assumption that the means of satisfying necessary desires will 
normally be available (cf. 25J), friendship offered itself as a secure and permanent 
source of pleasure which could counrerbalance unavoidable pams. les efficacy in 
this regard is attested by Epicurus for himself (24D), and seems to be the point of 
the obscure maxim Ez where confidence in the security of friendship is 
explicitly linked to the transitoriness of anything ‘terrible’. Note also O 2-3 on 
the connexion between friendship and ‘secure expectation of generating 
pleasures’ or hope of pleasures ‘of the near and distant future’. 

__ Thus far Epicurus can be seen to have combined two of the three motives for 
tnendship that Aristorle recognizes, utility and pleasure (Nicomachean ethics 8.3). 
Aristotle himself regarded each of these as inadequate bases for true friendship, 
loving another for his own sake’: such friendship, he argued, must be motivated 

Y trends’ excellence of character, and is possible only between good men (the 
Stoics similarly, 67P). Ir is piausible to suppose that Aristotle’s discussions of 
‘nendship incorporate viewpoints that were commonplace in philosophical 
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circles. In any case, we have evidence that some Epicureans thought it possible to 
accommodate Aristocie’s third motive. 

Three strategies are summarized in O, which (it is argued) enable an 
Epicurean co claim that he loves his friend as much as himself. The second of 
these (O 4), which is explicitly revisionary and hence postdares Epicurus himself, 
concedes to the opposition that a friendship motivated by pleasure will not be 
one in which the friend is loved ‘just for his own sake’; such a friendship, 
however, is achievable, starting from the hedonist motivation, as a result of the 
affection that friendly association generates. The first strategy (O 2-3) does not 
make this concession. All friendship, it maintains, is inseparable from pleasure; 
but in order to achieve friendships that are truly and lastingly pleasurable, we 
need to love our friends as much as ourselves, and be as pleased by their pleasures 
or as pained by their pains as our own, The second strategy appears ro concede 
intrinsic value to something other than pleasure. None of Epicurus’ own 
remarks, with the possible exception ot F I (see below), requires such a reading. 
On the basis of the first strategy, he can consistently claim that it is more 
pleasurable to confer a benefit than to receive one (G), and be willing to take 
risks (F 2) or endure great pains (H) for friends. The pleasures of friendship, we 
may take him to have thought, like pleasure in general, can always outweigh any 
pains that the relationship involves. Even giving up one’s life for a friend (Q 6) 
could be intelligibly motivated by the Epicurean brand of hedonism. 

Ie seems unlikely, then, that the altruism of the second strategy goes back to 
Epicurus himself. Should he also decline the authorship of F1, which credits 
friendship with intrinsic as well as instrumental value? More precisely, 
friendship is described, in the one manuscript that transmits this fragment, as an 
‘intrinsic virtue’. (The word for virtue is generally emended to ‘choiceworthy’, 
but on insufficient grounds.) It seems credible that Epicurus could have 
described friendship in this way, even though he treats the standard moral 
virtues as purely instrumental goods (21L, M, O, P). Friendship, so integral to 
happiness (E 1, F 5), would thus be an inherently pleasurable state of mind, and 
not just a means to that end. On this interpretation, F 1 does not imply anything 
as strongly altruistic as ‘loving a friend just for his own sake’. 

The Letter to Menoeceus, Epicurus’ only surviving ethical treatise, omits any 
explicit mention of friendship. In the light of the material just discussed, it is 
tempting to think that the necessary connexion between living pleasurably and 
living honourably (21B 6) is best illustrated by the activities of friendship. F7, 
together with the things an Epicurean will do for his friend, points in that 
direction. Living honourably (ka/os), in ordinary Greek, has a powerful political 
ring (cf. Aristotle, Eudemian ethics 1.$,1216a25). In Epicureanism that resonance is 
rejected in reference to conventional public life, with the value of friendship 
correspondingly enhanced. Thus in microcosm the Epicurean Garden commu- 
nity anticipated the time when ‘everything will be full of justice and mucual 
friendship’ (5). 

Like the Stoics, Epicureans listed characteristic actions of someone perfected in 
their philosophy. Some of those given in Q suggest deliberate attempts to rival 
or contradict the Stoics, e.g. “being affected by feelings’ (Q 2), ‘groaning on 
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the rack" {Q 3), ‘pitying his slaves’ {Q 4), ‘not engaging in politics . . . or living 
asa Cynic’ {Q 5), all negate Stoic precepts; ‘being consistently wise’ (Q 2), ‘being 
happy on the rack’ (Q 3), ‘not being wiser than another wise man’ (Q 6} accord 
with Scaicism. 
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A Lucretius §.1161-1225 


(1) An easier task now is to explain what cause spread the authority of the 
gods through the wide world, filled the cities with altars, and led to the 
institution of the holy ntuals which now flourish in great states and 
places. These even now are the source of the awe which sits in mortal 
men’s hearts, which raises new shrines to the gods all over the world, and 
which compels them to join the rites on holy days. (2) The reason is that 
already in those days the races of mortal men used to see with waking 
mind, and even more so in their dreams, figures of gods, of marvellous _ 
appearance and prodigious size. They attributed sensation to them, 
because they seemed to move their limbs, and to give utterance with 
voices ot a dignicy to match their splendid appearance and great strength. 
They endowed them with everlasting life, because their appearance was 
in perpetual supply and the form remained unchanged, and more 
generally because they supposed that beings with such strength could not 
easily be overcome by any force. And hence they supposed them to be 
supremely blessed, because none of them seemed oppressed by fear of 
death, and also because in their dreams they saw them perform many 
marvellous acts with no trouble to themselves. (3) Also, they saw how 
the patterns of heavenly motion and the various seasons of the year came 
round ina fixed order, and were unequal to discovering the causes which 
brought this about. They therefore took refuge in the practice of 
attributing it all ro the gods and making everything be controlled by 
their authority. And they located the gods’ abodes and precincts in the 
heavens, because it is through the heavens thatnight and moon are seen to- 
rotate — moon, day, night and her stern beacons, the sky’s night- 
wandering torches and flying flames, clouds, sun, rain, snow, winds, 

lightning, hail, sudden noises, and mighty menacing rumbles. (4) 

Unhappy human race, to attribute such behaviour, and bitter wrath too, 

to the gods! What lamentations did they lay up for themselves in those 

days, what wounds for us, what tears for our descendants! It is no piety to 

be seen with covered head bowing again and again to a stone and visiting 

every altar, nor to grovel on the ground and raise your hands before the 

shrines of the gods, nor to drench altars in the blood of animals, nor to 

utter strings of prayers; but rather, to be able to contemplate all things 

with a tranquil mind. (5) For when we gaze upwards at the heavenly 
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precincts of the great cosmos and at the aether studded with its 
shimmering stars, and when we tum our thought to the paths of sun and 
moon, then in our hearts. already beset with other troubles, a further 
anxiety is awakened and begins to raise its head, chat whac confrones us 
may be some unbounded power, belonging to the gods, which turns the 
gleaming stars on their various courses. For the lack of an explanation 
drives the mind to wonder whether the world had any beginning, and 
likewise whether there is any limit to the penod for which its walls can 
bear the strain of this restless motion, or whether they are divinely 
endowed with everlasting immunity and can glide down the unending 
track of measureless time, defying its might. (6) Besides, whose mind 
does not shrink with fear of the gods, whose limbs do not crawl with 
terror, whenever the ground is scorched and shaken by the quivering 
impact of a thunderbolt and rumblings sweep across the great heavens? 
Do not whole nations tremble, and proud kings shrink, transfixed with 
fear of the gods. lest the grim hour of reckoning should have arrived for 
some wicked act or proud word? 


B Epicurus, Lerter to Menoeceus 123-4 


(i) First, think of god as an imperishable and blessed creature, as the 
common idea of ged is in outline, and attach co him nothing alien to 
imperishability or inappropriate to blessedness, but believe about him 
everything that can preserve his combination of blessedness and 
imperishabilicy. (2) For there are gods — the knowledge of them is self- 
evident. (3) But they are not such as the many believe them to be. For by 
their beliefs as to their nature the many do nor preserve them. The 
impious man is not he who denies the gods of the many, but he who 
attaches to gods the beliefs of the many about them. For they are not 
preconceptions but false suppositions, the assertions of the many about 
gods. It is through these that the greatest harms, the ones affecting bad 
men, stem from gods, and the greatest benefits too. (4) For having a total 
affinity for their own virtues, they are receptive to those who are like 
them, and consider alien ali that is not of that kind. 


C Epicurus, Letter to Herodotus 76-7 


(1) Among celestial phenomena movement, turning, eclipse, rising, 
setting and the like should not be thought to come about through the 
ministry and present or future arrangements of some individual who at 
the same time possesses the combinacion of total blessedness and 
imperishability. For trouble, concem, anger and favour are incompatible 
with blessedness, but have their origin in weakness, fear and dependence 
on neighbours. (2) Nar should we think that beings which are at the same 
time conglomerations of fire possess blessedness and voluntarily take on 
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these movements. (3) Bur we must observe all the majesty associated 
with all the names which we apply to such concepuons, if they give rise 
to no belief conflicting with majesty. Otherwise the conilict itself will 
give rise to the greatest mental disquiet. 


D Lucretius 6.68-79 


Unless you expel these ideas from your mind and drive far away beliefs 
unworthy of the gods and alien co their tranquillity, the holy divinity of 
the gods, damaged by you, will frequently do you harm: nat because of 
the possibiliry of violating the gods’ supreme power, and of their 
consequent angry thirst for bitter vengeance, but because you yourself 
will imagine thar those tranquil and peaceful beings are rolling mighty 
billows of wrath against you. You will be unable to visit the shrines of the 
gods with a calm heart, and incapable of receiving with tranquillity and 
peace the images from their holy bodies which travel into men’s minds to 
reveal the gods’ appearance. The direct effect on your life is obvious. 


E Cicero, On the nature of the gods 1.43-9 


[Speaker: the Epicurean Velleius] (r) Anyone who reflects how 
ungrounded and rash these [non-Epicurean theological] doctrines are 
ought to revere Epicurus and place him among the very beings whom 
this investigation concerns. (2) For he alone saw, first, that the gods 
existed, because nacure herself had imprinted the conception of them in 
all men’s minds. For what human nation or race does not have, without 
instruction, some preconception of the gods? Epicurus’ word for this 1s 
prolepsis, that is what we may call a delineation of a thing, preconceived 
by the mind, without which understanding, inquiry and discussion are 
impossible. The power and value of this reasoning we have learnt from 
Epicurus’ heaven-sent book on the yardstick and criterion. Thus you see 
the foundation of this inquiry admirably laid. For since the belief has not 
been established by any convention, custom or law, and retains 
unanimous consent, it must necessarily be understood that there are gods, 
given that we have ingrained, or rather innate, knowledge of them. But 
that on which all men’s nature agrees must necessarily be true. Therefore 
it must be conceded that there are gods. (3) Since this is agreed among 
virtually all — the uneducated, as well as philosophers — let us also allow 
the following to be agreed: that what I called our preconception, or 
Prenouion, of the gods (for new things require new names, just as 
Epicurus himself gave prolepsis its name, a name which no one had 
Previously applied to it) is such that we think the gods blessed and 
immortal, For as well as giving us a delineation of the gods themselves, 
nature has also engraved on our minds the view of them as everlasting 
and blessed. (4) Therefore Epicurus’ well-known maxim [= Key doctrine 


4T. 


Epicurean ethics 


1] puts it rightly: “That which is blessed and imperishable neither suffers 
nor inflicts trouble, and therefore is affected neither by anger nor by 
favour. For all such things are marks of weakness.’ (5) If our sole purpose 
were to worship the gods in piety and to be freed from superstition, what 
I have said would suffice. For the sublime nature of the gods would earn 
men’s pious worship, since whatever ranks supreme deserves reverence. 
And all fear of the gods’ power and anger would have been expelled. For 
it is understood that anger and favour are not part of a blessed and 
immortal nature, and that once these are removed no fears of those above 
menace us, But in order to confirm this belief the mind requires to know 
god’s shape, way of life and mode of thought. (6) As regards their shape, 
we have the advice of nature, plus the proof of reasoning. For nature 
supplies us all, whatever our race, with no other view of the gods than as 
human in form: what other form does anyone ever think of, whether 
awake or in sleep? But lest we appeal exclusively to primary conceptions, 
we have the same conclusion on the authority of reason itself. For given 
that it seems fitting for that nature which is most sublime, whether 
because blessed ar because everlasting, to be also the most beautiful, what 
configuration of limbs or features, what shape, what appearance can be 
more beautiful than the human kind? At any rate, your people [the 
Stoics], Lucilius, make it their habit (unlike my friend Cotta [the 
Academic], whose stance varies) when illustrating god's artistic creativ- 
ity, to describe how all the features of the human figure are well- 
fashioned not only for utility but also for beauty. But if the human figure 
is superior to all other shapes of animate beings, and god is animate, he 
certainly possesses that figure which is most beautiful of all. And since the 
gods are agreed to be supremely blessed, and since no one can be blessed 
without virtue, and virtue is impossible without reason, and reason can 
exist only in the human form, it must be admitted that the gods are of 
human appearance. (7) However, that appearance is not body but quasi- 
body, and it does not have blood but quasi~blood. (Although these 
discoveries of Epicurus’ are too acute, and his words too subtle, to be 
appreciated by just anyone, I am relying on your powers of understand- 
ing and expounding them more briefly than my case requires.) Epicurus, 
who not only sees hidden and profoundly obscure things with his mind 
but even handles them as if they were at his fingertips, teaches that the 
force and nature of the gods is of such a kind that it is, primarily, viewed 
not by sensation but by the mind, possessing neither the kind of solidity 
nor the numerical distinctness of those things which because of their 
concreteness he calls steremnia, but that we apprehend images by their 
similarity and by a process of transition, since an endless series ofextrermely 
similar images arises from the countless atoms and flows to the gods, and 
that our mind, by focusing intently on those images with the greatest 
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feelings of pleasure, gains an understanding of what a blessed and 
everlasting nature is. 


F Sextus Empiricus, Against the professors 9.43—-7 


(1) The same reply can be made to Epicurus’ belief that the idea of gods 
arose from dream impressions of human-shaped images. For why should 
these have given rise to the idea of gods, rather than of outsized men? And 
in general it will be possible to reply to all the doctrines we have listed 
that men’s idea of god is not based on mere largeness in a human-shaped 
animal, but includes his being blessed and imperishable and wielding the 
greatest power in the world. But from what origin, or how, these 
thoughts occurred among the first men to draw a conception of god, is 
not explained by those who attribute the cause to dream impressions and 
to the orderly motion of the heavenly bodies. (2) To this they reply that 
the idea of god’s existence originated from appearances in dreams, or 
from the world’s phenomena, but that the idea of god’s being everlasting 
and imperishable and perfect in happiness arose through a process of 
transition fram men. For just as we acquired the idea of a Cyclops... by 
enlarging the common man in our impression of him, so too we have 
started with the idea of a happy man, blessed with his full complement of 
goods, then intensified these features into the idea of god, their supreme 
fulfilment. And again, having formed an impression ofa long-lived man, 
the men of old increased the time-span to infinity by combining the past 
and future with the present; and then, having thus arrived at the 
conception of the everlasting, they said that god was everlasting too. (3) 
Those who say this are championing a plausible doctrine. But they easily 
slip into that most puzzling trap, circularity. For in order first to get the 
idea ofa happy man, and then that of god by transition, we must have an 
idea of what happiness is, since the idea of the happy man is of one who 
shares in happiness. But according to them happiness (eudaimonia) was a 
divine (daimonia) and godly nature, and the word ‘happy’ (eudaimon) was 
applied to someone who had his deity (daimon) disposed well (ew). Hence 
in order to grasp human happiness we must first have the idea of god and 
deity, but in order to have the idea of god we must first have a conception 
ofa happy man. Therefore each, by presupposing the idea of the other, is 
unthinkable for us. 


G Scholion on Epicurus, Key doctrines 1 ; 


In other works he [Epicurus] says that the gods are seen by reason, some 
numerically distinct, others with formal unity, resulting from a 
continuous influx of similar images to the same place, and human in 
form. 
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H Philodemus, On piety 112.5-12 (Usener 87} 


Likewise in book xu [of Epicurus On nature} he criticizes Prodicus, 
Diagoras, Crinas and others, calling them crazy, and compares them to 
people in a Bacchic frenzy. 


I Anonymous Epicurean treatise on theology (Oxyrhynchus Papyrus 
215) T.4-24 

...nor, by Zeus, when someone or other speaks instead like this: ‘I fear all 
the gods whom I revere, and wish to make all the burnt offerings and 
dedications to them.’ For although such a person may sometimes be 
more sophisticated than other individuals, there is not yet, along these 
lines either, a firm basis for piety. My friend, consider it a matter of 
supreme blessedness to have discriminated properly the most excellent 
thing that we can think of among existing things. Marvel at your 
discrimination of it, and revere it without fear. 


J Epicurus, Letter to Menoeceus 135 


Practise these things (Epicurus’ ethical teachings] and all that belongs 
with them, in relation to yourself by day, and by night in relation to your 
likeness, and you will never be disquieced, awake or in your dreams, but 
will live like a god among men. For quite unlike a mortal animal is a man 
who lives among immortal goods. 


K Plutarch, Against Epicurean happiness 1091B-c (Usener 419, part) 


What great pleasure these men {the Epicureans] have, what blessedness 
they enjoy, when they delight in suffering no evil, grief or pain! Does 
this not warrant their thinking and saying what they do say, in label- 
ling themselves ‘imperishable’ and ‘equal to gods’, and in frenziedly 
bellowing under the influence of pleasure, because of their super- 
abundance and maximization of goods, that they scorn ail else, having 
alone discovered that great and divine good, the absence of evil! 


L Lucretius 5.146-55 


You cannot, likewise, believe that the holy abodes of the gods are in any 
region of our world. For the gods’ nature is so tenuous and far-removed 
from our senses that it is scarcely viewed by che mind. Since it escapes the 
touch and impact of our hands, it cannot have contact with anything 
which we can touch. For what cannot itself be touched, cannat touch. 
Hence their abodes too must be unlike ours, in keeping with their 
tenuous bodies. This I will prove to you at length later on. 


© The negative side of Epicurus’ theology has been explored in 13, and is relatively 
straightforward: any proper account of the universe must exclude all attempts at 


Ida 


i E EE 


23 God 


explanation by appeal to divine craftsmanship; gods do not intervene in our 
world. But the evidence for the positive side is difficult and controversial. The 
reader must be warned that the interpretation offered below is controversial. 
We ourselves, however, consider it to be the only philosophically satisfying 
interpretadon, as well as che one best supported by the evidence. 

Animportant preliminary to this section is to read 15 on images, the thin films 
of atoms which account for vision, imagination and dreaming. In the atomist 
system which Epicurus inherited from Democritus the gods simply were 
human-shaped images, but nevertheless alive. These entered men’s minds and 
appeared to them in dreams, displaying prophetic powers and conferring benefit 
or harm, A recorded Epicurean criticism ot this theory (Diogenes of Qenoanda, 
new fragment 1 = 15g in vol. 2) is that since images lack solidity they could not 
have any such viral powers. Wich this modification, however, Epicurus seems to 
have retained the basic identification of gods with images (cf. 54] 5). According 
to E7, our most promising technical report of his theory, gods as primarily 
conceived are not numerically distinct solid bodies. They are simply the product 
of streams of images with human shape which enter our minds and form in us 
idealized impressions of a supremely blessed existence. The images are said to 
arise trom the inexhaustible stock of atoms and to flow to the gods, not from 
them. That is, by converging on our minds they become our gods. 

In order to make sense of this it is crucial to see that it is simply a standard 
Epicurean account of the mechanics of concept-formation. Any process of 
imagination is achieved by the mind's admitting from the surrounding air 
(‘runing in co’, as it were) chose of the countless available images which 
correspond to the required impression, either originating from solid bodies, 
such as men, or forming accidentally trom the limitless stock of atoms (15A 1—4, 
D). The continuity of sn impression is produced by the ‘similarity’ (E7, G) of 
the selected images to cach other. The impression can then be further adjusted by 
enlargement, combination, etc., as briefly explained ar 15F (cf. the fuller Stoic 
account at 39D). Sextus Empiricus (Against the professors 3.40) tells us that the 
generic name for these processes of adjustment was ‘transition’ (metabasis), the 
term used at E 7, F 2-3. To take the example at F 2, we conceive ofa giant by first 
focusing on a series of images of men, then enlarging the resultant mental 
impression. 

Gods, like giants, are thought-constructs. Here too we proceed by ‘transition’ 
from an impression of extremely robust, long-lived and happy men, intensify- 
ing yet further their durability and happiness (F, cf. Az), The resultant 
impression is of something very like the traditional anthropomorphic gods of 
Greek religion, whose essential features Epicurus takes to be blessedness and 
imperishability. Bur unlike the case of the giant we do not have to make any 
Conscious effort to form this idea. The idea of such beings is ‘innate’, in the sense 
that 1t is part of our very nature to conceive it (E 2~3, 6), so that we do so even, 
indeed especially, in our dreams. Ìt isa natural ‘preconception’ (sce 17), common 
to ail men, 

Indirect inference from A 2 (which itself is primarily about the first stirrings 
ot this instiner among primitive men), suggests two ways in which gods are 

'mperishabie’. First, as concepts they are everlasting. The physical explanation of 


145 


Eptcurean ethics 


this lies in the inexhaustible supply of similar images (a difficult doxographical 
report, m in vol. 2, adds ‘gods’ and ‘similarities’ to the Epicurean list of 
imperishable items given at 14H 1), its epistemological explanation in the fact 
that, rather like Platonic Forms, gods are etemal paradigmatic concepts (see 
below}. Second, as imagined living beings the gods are imperishable, in so far as 
they seem invulnerable to che wear and tear which we cannot entirely eliminate 
from our own lives. It is up to as to endow them with this imperishability, to 
‘preserve’ them, by the way in which we conceive them (B I-3). 

Why should this preconception of god come naturally ta man? There are 
three clues. First, it is a well recognized fact that Epicurus’ gods are paragons of 
the Epicurean good life. [tis in their Epicurean tranquillity and detachment from 
worldly affairs that they are supremely blessed (C. D, E 4-5, J; cf. 21-2). Their 
imperishability less obviously fits this account, since elsewhere Epicurus 
condemns men’s vain desire to avade death (24); but, as J, K and a number of 
other texts show, Epicurus did think there was a sense in which an Epicurean 
sage possessed divine ‘impertshability’. The analogy of the gods‘ imperishabil- 
ity, as explained above, suggests chat he had in mind partly the Epicurean sage's 
ability to become, by the example he set, an eternal ethical model to future 
generations (see further below), and partly his invulnerability to fortune (21B 4, 
F). Second, the ‘inmateness’ of our tendency to preconceive god in this way can 
be seen as echoing Epicurus’ talk of our innate tendency to pursue pleasure as the 
good (21A 2). Third, the Epicureans suggested (F 3) on quite good etymological 
grounds that ‘happiness’ (eudaimonia, a scarcely translatable word which also 
shares some of the connotations of ‘blessedness’) was not only a ‘divine and 
godly nature’ but also the state of having one’s own god properly sorted out. 

These clues suggest that in Epicurus’ view each person’s gods are paradigms of 
his own ethical goal — che ‘self-image’ of which he dreams (ct. especially J) — or 
idealized models of what he aims to achieve in his own life. If our conceptions of 
god vary, that is because the preconception with which we are all naturally 
endowed (E 2-4), although itself ‘true’ in the sense of accurately representing 
our natural goal, is easily distorted with all sorts of false beliefs (A-D, I): that the 
gods exercise power, that they are affected by anger and favouritism, that they 
are malevolent. In this way 2 person's conception of the divine nature is both a 
measure and a cause of his own state of moral health. Good and bad alike choose 
their gods according to their own private views of moral excellence (B 4). The 
bad conceive the gods as power-seeking and meddling tike themselves, and thus 
perpetuate in themselves a corresponding state of disquiet (B 3, C3, D}. The 
good retain the true preconception of god’s blessedness as consisting in supreme 
tranquillity, and derive immense calm and moral uplift from it (B 4, E 7 fin., I}- 
This latter attitude finds its natural expression in worship, a practice wholeheart- 
edly recommended by Epicurus to his followers, provided only that it is 
motivated by reverence, not by fear (A 4, D, Es, I). 

The idea of god as an object for man to emulate as well as revere was already 
well developed in the work of Plato and Aristotle, and Aristotle's successor 
Theophrastus had advanced beyond his master in querying even the last vestiges 
of god’s causal influence in the world. But Epicurus’ own distinctive 
achievement lies largely in his reconciling these features with ancient religion's 
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piurality of anthropomorphic deities. Unweleome aspects of traditional 
religion, such as divine interference in the world, are explainedas talse accretions 
to the basic conception, reflecting faulty moral outlooks — just as in another 
context (24F) the myths about the underworld were explained as projections of 
men's false moral values. But the hard core of popular theology is vindicated, 
and turned to philosophical advantage. His inspired suggestion that god is a 
projection of man's own ethical ideal can be ranked with the most impressive 
theological theories of antiquity. 


We now come to a major stumbling-block. If the above interpretation of 
Epicurean gods as our own instinctive thought-constructs is correct, was 
Epicurus not an atheist? That inference was indeed frequently drawn by his 
critics (e.g. at 54J 5), but both Epicurus himself (B 2) and his followers (e.g. E 2) 
vehemently denied it, and in H Epicurus himself is reported to have been 
pointedly rude about three of his predecessors standardly listed as ‘atheists’. 
Moreover, while some later Epicureans adhered to the interpretation advanced 
above (as F strongly suggests), many others represented his gods as real living 
beings. Most modern scholars have accepted this latter interpretation as correct. 

In reply it can first be said chat on Epicurus’ own epistemological principles his 
assertions at B 2 thar the gods exist and that we have self-evident knowledge of 
them are entirely consistene with their being objects of thought and not solid 
bodies. Our preconception of them will be a genuine piece of moral knowledge, 
an accurate intuition of man's natural good. As we have noted in 17, Epicurean 
‘truth’ obrains as much in the moral as in the physical sphere, and true 
‘preconceptions’ can have an introspective origin in our feelings as well as an 
empirical origin in our sensory experience of the external world. Thus our 
natural recognition of the existence of god is closely comparable to, perhaps 
identical with, our instinctive recognition that there exists for usa natural ethical 
goal. 

[fit was asked what kind of existence the gods had, in atomustic terms, then 
Epicurus’ answer was that they existed not as solid bodies but as mere streams of 
images. This would not, on the normal principles of Epicurus’ epistemology, 
weaken the claim that our impressions of them are true. According ta 16F, even 
an impression of a mythical creature is ‘true’, in that it accurately reports 
objective images which our mind apprehends. Falsehood arises only when we 
add the mistaken belief that the object is a solid body or steremnion. Likewise, on 
the theory outlined in E 7, our impressions of gods are true, but their objects are 
Not steremnia, just streams of images. {The assertion there that they have only 
‘quasi~body’ is just what one might say of idealized thought constructs which 
lack solidity — cf, the similar locution at 30A ~ bur would scarcely be intelligible 
if applied to an actually living organism.) Such a vindication of the gods’ 

existence’ must not be written off as a mere deception or sophistry. Rather, it is 

an Instance of what we have described (15 commentary) as Epicurus’ lingering 
Platonist assumption that any object of thought must somehow objectively exist 
in order to be thought of. ; 

Moreover, if Epicurus chose to stress the way in which his gods did exist, 
rather than the way in which they did not, that was hardly surprising in 2 society 
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notoriously intolerant of any hint of atheism, and even less surprising for 
someone who on sincere philosophical grounds recommended the worship of 
the gods recognized by that society. (Could Epicurus, in detiance of Zeno's 
celebrated syllogism at 54D. have recommended the worship of the non- 
existent?) He can be compared to many nineteenth-century advocates of 
religion (e.g. Feuerbach, George Eliot, Matthew Amold) whose professed 
theism proves on clase inspection to be an essentially moral theory, which either 
evades or positively excludes any question of an objective superhuman deity. 

Even within Epicurus’ own society it was normal practice for intellectuals to 
accept the teachings of traditional religion as symbolic rather than literal truths 
(cf. 54A for the Sroics). 

Furthermore, although the gods are primarily (E7) concepts and not 
numerically distinct solid bodies, there are alse numerically distinct gods (G). 
Epicurus may have meant by this that individual Epicurean sages can become 
‘gods’ by taking on the divine role of perpetual ethical models for future 
generations. This would be, in effect, the deification which he offered his pupils 
(J, K; cf. 14D 5, 21G 4), and which his later followers bestowed on him (e.g. E 1; 
21X: the deification of great men was a common Hellenistic practice, and was 
not considered either exaggerated or sacrilegious; cf. 54B). 

is that all? Or does Epicurus also mean in G to allow that somewhere in the 
universe there might exist living beings which are not only blessed burt also 
biologically immortal? On the one hand, he says noching that explicitly excludes 
such a possibiliry -even where he might most have been expected to do so, in his 
disproots of divine intervention in the world (13). On the other hand, nothing in 
his theological theory in any way requires the existence of such beings, since 
even if they did exist they would play no causal part in our own mental 
apprehension of god (cf. especially F). He may have constructed his system in 
such a way that this peripheral question could be left open, to be sertled, ifat all, 
only within the school’s inner circles. The motfensive-looking theism of his 
public pronouncements (such as B) will have ensured freedom from persecu- 
tion, while in ne way conflicting with the philosophical system. [f any of his 
pupils took it at its most superficial meaning, the resultant inclination to believe 
in the traditional gods as living beings was entirely consistent with their 
becoming good Epicureans. For such gods, if they existed, would indeed secure 
their blessedness by total non-invelvement in the world. Hence the Epicurean 
arguments against divine intervention in the world {C 1, D; 13) do not require 
explicitly atheistic premises, but are content to point out that no one could be 
both divine and meddling. 

Even so, it does seem improbable that Epicurus himself would ultimately 
have pronounced in favour of these biologically immortal beings. It is extremely 
difficule to sce how, in an Epicurean universe, any compound could be 
guaranteed to last for ever: cf. 14H 1. But whatever his view on this question 
may have been - and it is likely that he said little or nothing in his published 
works to resolve the issue — it is crucial co see thar it is ofno more than marginal 
relevance to his central theological thesis, in which god's primary existence is asa 
moral concept, not as a specially privileged extraterrestrial life-form. 

Despite all this, there is no doubt that Epicureans and others in the first century 
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B.C. were interpreting the ‘god’ of Epicurus’ systern as just such a life-form. 
Cicero in On the nature of the gods 1, from which E is drawn, seems to assume 
Epicurus’ gods to be discrete spatial entities. His Epicurean spokesman Velleius 
clearly cannot understand how Epicurus’ technical account of the gods as images 
is meant to fit in with this, virtually admitting his incomprchension in his 
parenthesis in E7, and offers only quite inadequate reasons for these beings’ 
literal imperishability (cf. the sequel to E in vol. 2). The most famous such reason 
is the idea that the gods live in the intermundia, the spaces between worlds, where 
they are less buffeted by other matter, This particular doctrine was probably nor 
yet known to Cicero's sources (which may date from the second or early first 
century B.C,), since it is mentioned neither in Velleius’ speech nor in the 
Academic Cotta’s reply. Buc it was known to Cicero himself, who alludes to it in 
his introduction (1.18), and was accepted by his contemporaries Philodemus and 
Lucretius. The latter, while accurately cransmitting part of the technical 
Epicurean account at A 2, nevertheless elsewhere assumes the gods to live in the 
intermundia (from where their images travel to us: D). His promise in L to 
explain how this can be is never fulfilled, and we may guess chat this is because he 
found no help on the point in Epicurus writings. Philodemus, in two 
fragmentarily surviving books, cries to establish the details of the gods’ lifestyle 
(e.g.: do they speak Greek?), But it seems doubtful that he had anything more to 
go on than Epicurus” advice about how we are to envisage the gods as living (cf. 
Br, C) - advice which prima facie may suggest that they are actual living 
organisms, bur which is in fact no less consistent with their being mere thought- 
objects. 

It is not hard to sec how Epicurus’ repudiations of atheism could have 
deceived some of his adherents into reading him this way. To find an 
interpretation consistent with their views as well as wich Epicurus’ own 
pronouncements seems impossible, and we have settled instead for the only one 
which seems to us to fit the items of evidence widely regarded as the most 
authentic; to account for the deviant items as influenced by a very under- 
standable misreading of Epicurus’ intentions; and to leave him with a 
thealogy which ranks in subtlery and originality with any of his central cheorics, 
and which could hope to compete on equal terms with the rival Stoic doctrine 
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A Epicurus, Letter to Menoeceus 124-7 


(i) Accustom yourself to the belief that death is nothing to us. For all 
good and evil lie in sensation, whereas death is the absence of sensation. 
(2} Hence a correct understanding that death is nothing to us makes the 
mortality of life enjoyable, not by adding infinite time. bur by ridding us 
of the desire for immortality. (3} For there is nothing fearful in living for 
One who genuinely grasps that there is nothing fearful in not living. (4) 
Therefore he speaks idly who says that he fears death not because it will 
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be painful when present but because it is painful in anticipation. For if 
something causes no distress when present, it is fruitless to be pared by 
the expectation of it. ($) Therefore that most frightful of evils, death, is 
nothing to us, seeing that when we exist death is not present, and when 
death is present we do not exist. Thus it is nothing to either the living or 
the dead, seeing that the former do not have it and the latter no longer 
exist. (6} The many sometimes shun death as che greatest of evils, but at 
other times choose it as a release from life's <evils. But the wise man 
neither deprecates living> nor fears not living. For he neither finds living . 
irksome nor thinks noc living an evil. But just as he chooses the 
pleasantest food, not simply the greater quantity, so too he enjoys the 
pleasantest time, not the longest. (7) He who advises the young man to 
live well but che old man to die well is naive, not only because life is 
something to be welcomed, but also because to practise living well and to 
practise dying well are one and the same. (8) Much worse, however, is he 
who says ‘Its a fine thing never to be bom. Or, ance bom, to pass 
through the gates of Hades with the utmost speed.” If he believes what he 
says, why does he not take his departure from life? He has every 
opportunity to do so, supposing that his resolve were serious. If he is 
joking, his words are idle and will be greeted with incredulity. 


B Epicurus, Vatican sayings 31 


Against other things itis possible to obtain security. But when it comes to 
death we human beings all live in an unwalled city. 


C Epicurus, Key doctrines 19-21 


(1) [x9] Infinite time and finite time contain equal pleasure, if one 
measures the limits of pleasure by reasoning. (2) [20] The flesh places the 
limits of pleasure at infinity, and needs an infinite ime to bring it about. 
But the intellect, by making a rational calculation of the end and the 
limit which govern the flesh, and by dispelling the fears about etemity, 
brings about the complete life, so that we no longer need the infinite 
time. But neither does it shun pleasure, nor even when circumstances 
bring about our departure from life does it suppose, as it perishes, that 
it has in any way fallen short of the best life. (3) [21] He who knows 
the limits of life knows how easy it is to obtain that which removes pain . 
caused by want and that which makes the whole of life complete. He 
therefore has no need for competitive involvements. 


D Diogenes Laertius 10.22 (Usener 138) 


Here is the letter to Idomeneus which he [Epicurus] wrote on his death- | 
bed: ‘I wrote this to you on that blessed day of my life which was also the 
last. Strangury and dysentery had set in, with ail the extreme intensity of 
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which they are capable. Buc the joy in my soul at the memory of our past 
discussions was enough to counterbalance all this. [ask you, as befits your 
lifelong companionship wich me and with philosophy: take care of the 
children of Metrodorus.’ 


E Lucretius 3.830-911 


(1) Therefore death is nothing to us, of no concern whatsoever, once it is 
appreciated that the mind has a mortal nature. (2) Just as in the past we 
had no sensation of discomfort when the Carthaginians were converging 
to attack, . . . so too, when we will no longer exist following the severing 
of the soul and body, from whose conjunction we are constituted, you 
can take it that nothing at all will be able to affect us and to stir our 
sensation — not if the earth collapses into sea, and sea into sky. (3) Even if 
the nature of our mind and the power of our spirit do have sensation after 
they are tom from our bodies, that is still nothing to us, who are 
constituted by the conjunction of body and spirit. (4) Or supposing that 
after our death the passage of time will bring our matter back together 
and reconstitute it in its present arrangement, and the light of life will be 
restored to us, even that eventuality would be of no concern to us, once 
our self-recollection was interrupted. Nor do our selves which existed in 
the past concern us now: we feel no anguish about them. For when you 
look back at the entire past span of measureless time, and then reflect how 
various are the motions of matter, you could easily believe that the same 
primary particles of which we now consist have often in the past been 
arranged in the same order as now. Yet our minds cannot remember it. 
For in between there has been an interruption of life, and all the motions 
have been at random, without sensation. (5) For if there is going to be 
unhappiness and suffering, the person must also himself exist at that same 
time, for the evil to be able to befall him. Since death robs him of this, 
preventing the existence of the person for the evils to be heaped upon, 
you can tell thar there is nothing for us to fear in death, that he who does 
not exist cannot be unhappy, and chat when immortal death snatches 
away a mortal life it is no different from never having been born. (6) So 
when you see a man resent the prospect of his body’s being buried and 

rotting after death, or being destroyed by fire or by the jaws of wild 

beasts, you may be sure that his words do not ring true, and that there 
lurks in his heart some hidden sting, however much he may deny the 
belief that he will have any sensation in death. For he does not, 1 think, 

grant either the substance or the ground of what he professes. Instead of 
completely stripping himself of life, he is unconsciously making some bit 
ot himself survive. For when anybody in life imagines that in death the 

birds and beasts will rip up his body, he pities himself. For he does not 

distinguish himself from it or adequately detach himself from the 
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abandoned corpse: he identifies himself with it, and by remaining present 
he infects it with his own sensation. He thus comes to resent the fact that 
he was born mortal, and does not see that in the reality of death he will 
have no other self left alive, able to mourn his passing, and te stand by, 
suffering the agony of his fallen body being ripped or burnt... (7) ‘No 
more for you the welcome of a joyful home and a good wife. No more 
will your children run to snatch the first kiss, and move your heart with 
unspoken delight. No more will you be able to protect the success of 
your affairs and your dependants. Unhappy man’, they say, ‘unhappily 
robbed by a single hateful day of all those rewards of life.” What they fail 
to add is: ‘Nor does any yearning for those things remain in you.’ [f they 
properly saw this with their mind, and foilowed it up in their words, they 
would unshackle themselves of great mental anguish and fear. (8) ‘You, 
at least, in death’s sleep, will be evermore free of all pain and suffering. 
But we have stood viewing your ashes before us on the grim pyre, 
weeping inconsolably. Our grief will be everlasting. No day will come 
to purge our hearts of it." Of the person who says this, we should ask what 
is so sad about a return to sleep and rest, that someone should be able to 
pine in everlasting grief. 


F Lucretius 3.966—-1023 


(1) No one is sent down to the black pit of Tartarus. Their matter is 
needed so that future generations can grow. But these will all follow you 
too once their life is played out. No less than you, they have fallen and 
will fall. So ceaselessly does one thing arise from another. All have a lease 
on life, but none has the freehold . . . (2) Undoubtedly it is in our life chat 
all those things exist which are fabled to be in the depths of hell. No 
unhappy Tantalus quakes at the huge rock hanging over him in mid-air, 
numbed by an empty terror. Rather, it is in life that an empty fear of the 
gods hounds mortals: each is afraid of the fall which his lot may bring 
him. (3) Nor is it true that Ticyos lies in hell with birds tunnelling into 
him, or that they can really find an everlasting food supply to forage 
beneath his great chest. However huge were the spread of his body, even 
were his sprawling limbs to cover not just nine acres but the whole earth, 
he would still not be able to endure everlasting pain nor to go on for ever 
providing food from his own body. But we have our own Tityos here— 
the man whe lies lovesick, torn apart by winged creatures and gnawed at 
by nervous agony, or rent by cares through some other passion. (4) 
Sisyphus too exists before our eyes in real life. He is the man who thirsts 
to run for the rods and cruel axes of public office, and who always returns 
beaten and dejected. For to pursue the empty and unattainable goal of 
power, and in its pursuit to endure unremittingly hard toil, that is the 
struggle of pushing uphill a stone which, in spite of all, ac the very peak 
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rolls back and hurtles downward to the level ground below. (5) Then 
again, to be always indulging an ungrateful mind, and never to satisfy it 
with its fill of good things, as the seasons of the year do for us when they 
come round bringing their fruits and a variety of delights, despite which 
we are never satisfied with our fill of life’s benefits — thar, I believe, is the 
fable of the girls in the bloom of youth gathering water into a pitcher full 
of holes which it is impossible to fill. (6) As for Cerberus, the Furies, and 
the pitch black of Tartarus belching dreadful heat from its jaws, they do 
not, and indeed cannot, exist anywhere. What there ts in real life is the 
fear of punishment for crimes — as prominent a fear as the crimes are 
prominent. And there is atonement for wrongdoing: prison, the dreadful 
hurling down from the rock, lashes, executioners, the rack, tar, metal 
plates, firebrands. Even when these are absent, still the mind, in the 
anxiety brought on by awareness of its deeds, goads itself and scorches 
itself wich whips. And all the time it is failing to see what limit to evils 
there can be, and what the end to punishment is. It shudders at these 
things all the more for fear that in death they may get worse. Here on 
earth the life of the foolish becomes hell. 


G Lucretius 3.108794 


Nor do we, or can we, by prolonging life subtract anything from the 
time of death, so as perhaps to shorten our period of extinction! Hence 
you may live to see out as many centuries as you like: no less will that 
everlasting death await you. No shorter will be the period of non- 
existence for one who has ended his life from today than for one who 
perished many months or years ago. 


J That death is complete extinction is the message forcefully driven home by the 
Epicurean analysis of the soul as a temporary amalgam of atomic particles: sce 
the arguments excerpted at 144F~H. The moral corollary, that you should not let 
the fear of death ruin your life, is a cardinal tenet of Epicurean ethics (cf. 25A 2, 
Br, J). Readers will want to form their own evaluations of the arguments 
presented in this section. Note the following salient features of them: 

{a} Symmetry of past and future: E 2, 5. Being dead will be no worse than not 
yet having been born. 

(b) Personal identity: E 3-5. Even supposing that there were some degree of 
survival, what would it take for it to count as personal survival? 

(c) The irrationality of fearing or mourning death: A 4, 6, E 6-8; 22C 2, Fé. 

(d) An allegory: F. The hell which people fear is really a projection of the 
moral terrors of this life. 

(c) Life properly lived is practice for death: A 7. This is a twist on a theme of 
Plato’s Phaedo (64a Y). But Epicurus himself does not mean that the departure of 
the soul from che body is a positive moral or intellectual advance, just that dying 
well is the proper culmination of a good life (cf. C 2). His own last day was, he 
claimed, a truly happy one (1D). Although the bodily pain was intense, its 
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cessation was imminent; and he had all his philosaphical pieasures to relive and 
treasure, perhaps more of them than on any previous day. 

(£) A mathematical argument: G. No prolongation of your life can reduce the . 
length of time spent dead. 

(g) An infinite lifespan, for which those who shun death are implicitly 
yearning, would be no pleasanter than a finite one: C; cf. A2, 6; 21G 1-2 
{compare also 631). Epicurus is not saying, as some have thought he was, that 
time has no bearing on the quantity of pleasure, but just that a finite time is as 
pleasant as an infinite time, provided one has lived a complete life. This 
Aristotelian-sounding notion of a ‘complete’ life is not fully explained in the 
texts, but C 2 may suggest that anyone's life becomes complete as soon as he has 
achieved che philosophical understanding which puts him at peace with himself. 
Epicurus’ point is presumably as follows. Despite our irrational drive to cling to 
life, once we have fulfilled our human nature the quality of our day-to-day 
living would in no way be further enhanced by the bestowal of immortality (as 
the Tithonus myth reminds us). The only apparent pleasure of immortality is 
that it would eliminate the tear of death, But that fear can also be eliminated by a 
proper rational understanding of the relevant philosophical issues. Once we 
have this, there is no hedonistic motive lett for seeking an infinite lifespan. 

A possible criticism of Epicurus’ stance is that, having thus shown that 
mortality isnot an evil, he wrongly supposes chat he has shown that death is notan 
evil either. Since, however, untimely death prevents say thirty-five years of 
pleasure from being extended to seventy, why is the loss of the extra good not to 
be shunned? He would no doubt reply that the cessation of pleasure is normally a 
pain (see 21A 7), and hence to be shunned as an evil, but that this cannot possibly 
apply co death, which (A 1) is the cessation of pleasure and pain, of good and evil. 
No doubt the prolongation of good is still preferable to its cessation: hence 
Epicurus advises us against positively courting death (A 6-8; 22Q5). But 
equally its cessation is not an evil, so that death is noc to be feared, If you believed 
otherwise, you might marginally improve your chances of completing seventy 
years instead of thirty-five, but the fear of death would make them far less 
pleasant. And we should judge a life more by quality than by quantity (A 6). 
Since avoidances are justified only if based on correct hedonistic calculation 
(21B 2-3), Epicurus is surely right that a fear becomes irrational when by its 
presence it diminishes our pleasure more than its object would if realized. 


25 Philosophy 


A Epicurus, Letter to Menceceus 122 

(1) Let no one either delay philosophizing when young, or weary of 
philosophizing when oid. For no one is under-age or over-age for health 
of the soul. To say either that the time is not yet ripe for philosophizing, 
or that the time for philosophizing has gone by, is like saying that the 
time for happiness either has not arrived or is no more. (2) So both young 
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and old must philosophize ~ the young man so that as he ages he can be 
made young by his goods, through his thankfulness for things past, the 
old man so that he can be at once young and aged, through his fearlessness 
towards things future. (3) Therefore we must rehearse the things which 
produce happiness, seeing that when happiness is present we have 
everything, while when it is absent the one aim of our actions is to have it. 


B Epicurus, Key doctrines 11-13 


(1) [11] Were we not upset by the worries thar celestial phenomena and 
death might matter to us, and also by failure to appreciate the limits of 
pains and desires, we would have no need for natural philosophy. (2) [12] 
There is no way to dispel the fear about matters of supreme importance, 
for sameone who does not know what the nature of the universe is but 
retains some of the fears based on mythology. Hence without natural 
philosophy there isno way of securing the purity of our pleasures. (3) [13] 
There is no benefit in creating security with respect to men while 
retaining worries about things up above, things beneath the earth, and 
generally things in the infinite. 


C Porphyry, To Marceila 31 (Usener 221) 


[Quoting Epicurus] ‘Empty are the words of that philosopher who offers 
therapy for no human suffering. For just as there is no use in medical 
expertise if it does not give therapy for bodily diseases, so too there is no 
use in philosophy if ic does not expel the suffering of the soul.’ 


D Epicurus, Vatican sayings 29, $4 


(1) [29] I would rather speak with the frankness of a natural philosopher, 
and reveal the things which are expedient to all mankind, even if no one is 
going to understand me, than assent to the recerved opinions and reap the 
adulation lavishly bestowed by the multitude. (2) [54] One should not 
pretend to philosophize, but actually philosophize. For what we need 1s 
not the semblance of health, but real health. 


E Epicurus, Vatican sayings 45 


Natural philosophy does not make people boastful and Joud-mouthed, 
nor flaunters of culture, the thing so hotly competed for among the 
multitude, but modest and self-sufficient, and proud at their own goods, 
not at those of their circumstances. 


F Athenaeus s88a (Usener 117) 


[Quoting Epicurus] ‘I congratulate you, Apelles, for embarking on 
philosophy while still untainted by any culture.’ 
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G Diogenes Laertius 10.6 


In his letter to Pythocles Epicurus writes: ‘My fortunate friend, hoist 
your sail and steer clear of all culture.’ 


H Plutarch, Against Epicurean Co 1095c (Usener 20) 


Epicurus in his Problems declares that the wise man is a theatre-lover, who 
gets more joy than anyone else from festival concerts and shows. Yet he 
allows no place, even at table, for issues of musical theory or for literary- 
critical questions. 


I Epicurus, Vatican sayings 27, 41 


(1) [27] In other pursuits the reward comes at the end and is hard won. 
But in philosophy enjoyment keeps pace with knowledge. It is not 
learning followed by entertainment, but learning and entertainment at 
the same time. (2) [41] We should laugh, philosophize, and handle our 
household affairs and other personal matters, all at the same time, and 
never cease making the utterances which stem from correct philosophy. 


J Philodemus, Against the sophists 4.9-14 


.. the fourfold remedy (tetrapharmakos]: ‘God presents no fears, death no 
worries. And while good is readily attainable, evil is readily endurable.’ 


K Sextus Empiricus, Against the professors 11.169 (Usener 219) 


Epicurus used to say that philosophy ts an activity which by arguments 
and discussions brings about the happy life. 


The celebrated Epicurean ‘fourfold remedy’ (J} summarizes the ultimate lessons 
of Epicurean philosophy, corresponding to Key doctrines 1-4 (1 = 23E 4; 2, not 
in our book, paraphrases 24A 1; 3-4 = 21C). The medical analogy underlying 
this expression is a favourite with Epicurus (cf. A 1, C, D 2), and in conjunction 
with texts like Bt it has sometimes fostered the impression thar he assigned a 
purely negative, instrumental value to philosophy — the elimination of mental 
anguish. Such an interpretation cannot survive a reading of his words in [1. 
Certainly he sees che attainment of tranquillity as the primary goal of philosophy 
(B-C), but he also considers the process of attaining it to be immensely 
pleasurable. In his letter written on his death-bed (24D) he claims that the joy of 
reliving past philosophical conversations outweighs the most intense bodily 
pains. Such philosophical pleasures will be of the ‘kinetic’ variety (for ‘joy’ asa 
kinetic mental pleasure, see 21R 1), consisting not in freedom from mental pain 
bucin che actual process of liberation from it. The medical analogy, then, should 
perhaps be read as making philosophical study comparable tess to surgery or to 
drinking medicine than to lifelong healthy activity (cf. especially A 1-2, K). 

Epicurus views true philosophy as the antithesis of ‘culture’ (paideia, E-H). 
This term represents the educational curriculum much prized in ancient Greece, 
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including rhetoric, literary and musical theory, and mathematics. He apparently 
sees these as bogus sciences, more a matter of ostentation than of true 
enlightenment, and hence as positive obstacles ro the pursuit of true philosophi- 
cal values (E). H and 22Q 6 show that his attitude is far from being one of simple 
philiscinism. On his reasons for rejecting geometry as a science, see commentary 
on 9, 
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A Aetius 1, Preface 2 (SVF 2.35) 


The Stoics said that wisdom is scientific knowledge of the divine and the 
human, and that philosophy is the practice of expertise in utility. Virtue 
singly and at its highest is utility, and virtues, at their most generic, are 
triple — the physical one, the ethical one, and the logical one. For this 
reason philosophy also has three parts — physics, ethics and logic. Physics 
is practised whenever we investigate the world and its contents, :thics is 
our engagement with human lite, and Jogic our engagement with 
discourse, which they also call dialectic. 


B Diogenes Laertius 7.39-41 


(1) They [the Stoics] say that philosophical discourse has three parts, one 
of these being physical, another ethical, and another logical. This division 
was first made by Zeno of Citium in his book On discourse, and also by 
Chrysippus in his On discourse book 1 and in his Physics book 1 . . . and by 
Diogenes of Babylon and Posidonius. (2) Apollodorus calls these parts 
‘topics’, Chrysippus and Eudromus ‘species’, and others ‘genera’. (3) 
They compare philosophy to a living being, likening logic to bones and 
sinews, ethics to the fleshier parts, and physics to the soul. They make a 
further comparison to an egg: logic is the outside, ethics what comes 
next, and physics the innermost parts; or to a fertile field: the surrounding 
wall corresponds to logic, its fruit to ethics, and its land or trees to physics; 
or toa city which is well fortified and governed according to reason. (4) 
On the statements of some of them, no part is given preference over 
another but they are mixed together; and they [these Stoics] used to 
transmit them in mixed form. But others assign the first place to logic, 
the second to physics and the third to ethics; these include Zeno in his 
book On discourse, Chrysippus, Archedemus and Eudromus. Diogenes of 
Ptolemais starts with ethics, Apollodorus puts ethics second, while 
Panaetius and Posidonius start with physics . . . Cleanthes says there are 
six parts: dialectic, rhetoric, ethics, politics, physics, theology. But 
others, including Zeno of Tarsus, say these are not parts of [philosophi- 

cal] discourse but of philosophy itself. 
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C Plutarch, On Stoic self-contradictions 10354 (SVF 2.42, part) 


[Chrysippus from his On lives book 4} ‘First of all, in my opinion, which 
corresponds to the correct statements by the ancients, there are three 
kinds of philosopher’s theorems, logical, ethical and physical. Secondly, 
what should be ranked first of these are the logical, next the ethical. and 
third the physical; and what should come last in the physical theorems 
is theology. Hence the transmission of theology has been called 
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“fulfilment”. 


D Sextus Empiricus, Against the professors 7.19 (Posidonius fr. 88, part) 


Since the parts of philosophy are inseparable from one another, whereas 
plants are observed to be different from fruits, and walls are separate 
from plants, Posidonius said he preferred to compare philosophy to a 
living being - physics to the blood and flesh, logic to the bones and 
sinews, and ethics to the soul. 


E Ammonius, On Aristotle’s Prior analytics 8,20—2; and 9, 1-2 (SVF 2.49, 
part) 

The Stoics think that logic should not only not be called an instrument of 
philosophy; it should not be called an ordinary sub-part either, but a 
[primary] part... They say that philosophy itself gives birth to logic and 
that for this reason logic must be a part of it. 


F Seneca, Letters 88.25—8 (Posidonius fr. 90, part) 


(1) Many things are of assistance to us without thereby being parts of us. 
Indeed, if they were parts, they would not be of assistance. Food is the 
body's assistant, yet it is not a part of the body. Geometry is of some 
service to us; the philosopher needs it in the same way that geometry 
needs a technician. But the technician is not a part of geometry nor 1$ 
geometry of philosophy. (2) Besides, each has its own goals. For the wise 
man both studies and knows the causes of the natural objects whose 
numbers and measures the geometer researches and computes. The wise 
man knows the rationale of the heavenly bodies, their power and their 
nature. The mathematician assembles their forward and backward 
movements and the phases through which they rise and set and 
sometimes give the appearance of being stationary . . . the wise man will 
know the explanation of mirror reflections; the geometer can tell you 
how far away a body must be and what shape of mirror produces what 
kind of reflections. (3) The philosopher will prove that the sun is large, 
the mathematician how large, advancing by experience and practice. But 
in order to advance, the mathematician must have certain principles 
granted to him; yet no expertise is autonomous whose foundation is a 
concession. Philosophy demands nothing from another. It erects its own 
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structure just by itself. Mathematics is superficiary, as it were, and builds 
on someone else's land. It accepts first principles by whose benefit it may 
make further advances. 


G Seneca, Letters 89.4—5 


` First then, if you agree, I will state che difference between wisdom and 
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philosophy. Wisdom is the human mind’s good brought to perfection. 
Philosophy is the love and pursuit of wisdom; it strives for the goal which 
wisdom has achieved . . . Some have so defined wisdom that they call it 
scientific knowledge of the divine and the human. Others have defined it 
thus: wisdom is knowledge of the divine and the human and their causes. 


H Stobaeus 2.67,5-12 (SVF 3.294) 


‘Pursuits’, rather than ‘sciences’, is the name they [the Stoics] give to love 
of music, love of literature, love of horseriding, and love of bunting, 
both in general and with reference to ‘curricular’ expertises as they are 
called. The Stoics include these in virtuous tenors, and accordingly say 
that only the wise man is a lover of music and literature etc. This is their 
outline account of a pursuit: a method which by means of expertise or a 
part of expertise is conducive to the domain of virtue. 


Of all ancient philosophies, Stoicism makes the greatest claim to being utterly 
systernaric. Arguably, the Stoics invented the notion of philosophy as ‘system’ 
(cf. the definitions of episteme, 41H), though they may have been preceded in this 
by the post-Platonic Academy of Xenocrates, who probably first authorized the 
division of the subject into the three parts — logic. physics. ethics, as in A-D. 
These in turn were systematically divided by most Stoics into generic and 
specific topics, with carctul attention being paid to the ordering of the topics (ef. 
logic 39A, physics 43B, ethics 56, and Chrysippus’ books of definitions and 
divisions, 321). The handbooks of Diogenes Laertius etc.. on which we rely tor 
so much of our evidence, stick more or less closely to this order of exposition; 
and we have largely followed suit in this book. 

For the criparute division of philosophy itself (rejected by the deviant Aristo, 
31N), we also follow the order. logic physics ethics, attributed to a number of 
leading Stoics (B 4). However, onc of these, Chrysippus, put physics after ethics, 
according to his own words (C); and that order is elsewhere ascribed to the 
school in general (Sextus Empinicus, Against the professors 7.22). Two of the 
similes in B 3, the egg and the living being, correspond with this order, while the 
other, the fertile field, puts ethics (the fruit) after physics (the land or trees). Yet 
elsewhere ethics, not physics, is compared to the yolk of the egg (Sextus 
Empiricus, Against the professors 7.18). Such disagreements in our sources reflect 
their arcempts to impose excessive unity on the contributions of individual 
Stoics. Taking B. C and D together, we get three different orders: logic, physics, 
ethics; logic, ethics, physics (Chrysippus); physics, logic, ethics (Posidonius). 
Whatever such divergences betoken, the distinction between Stoics who did or 
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did not posit a preferred order (B 4) is certainly too sharp. We can well imagine 
that Chrysippus’ lectures followed the order of C; but on his own testimony 
(60A) ethics has to be based upon theses from physics. Equally, logic is said to 
have a general bearing upon ethics (31 B—C). Statements to this effect are borne 
out by the nature of Stoic philosophy as a whole. The ethical end, ‘living in 
agreement with nature’, requires a mind fully in tune both with god’s causal role 
within the world and with the systematic understanding of the rules of reasoning 
that logic provides. Hence the ‘mixture’ of the parts of philosophy (B 4), or at 
least close attention to their implications for each other, can be assumed to have 
had the support of all heads of the school, especially Chrysippus, the principal 
contributor to logic. 

At the same time, we should take it that individuals put their own trademark 
on the system, One indication of this is Chrysippus’ conception of theological 
theorems as the ultimate ones (C). Another is Posidonius’ preference tor the 
living being simile over that of the garden, on the grounds that the latter fails to 
bring owe the inseparable. organic relationship between che parts (D). 
Posidonius began with physics (B 4). One effect, or intention of this order, will 
have been the full integration of logic within the system. Lf this was the view of 
Stoics in general. as E maintains, Posidonius may have thought that an order of 
the parts which begins with logic still failed to differentiate Stoicism clearly 
enough from the Peripatetic conception of logic as an instrument (organon) of 
philosophy rather than an essential constituent. By comparing logic to the bones 
and sinews of a living being, he opted for a more vital image of that part than was 
provided by the shell of an egg or the wall of a garden, which stresses its 
defensive function. 

Posidonius is probably the immediate authority for Seneca’s distinction 
between the parts of philosophy and the purely instrumental status of the special 
sciences (F). The latter are not a part of the Stoic’s philosophical curriculum, but 
he will make use of their findings. Underlying this distincnion ts the Platonic 
difference (Republic 6.510) between the mathematician’s total dependence upon 
hypotheses, and the philosopher's quest for unhypothetical first principles. A 
Stoic sage, like the Platonic dialectician, is concerned with general principles of 
explanation rather than the accumulation of dara or answers to specific quesnons 
of fact. Posidonius, who had particular terest in Plaro, may be responsible for 
adding ‘causes’ to the defimtion of wisdom as ‘knowledge of the divine and the 
human’ (G). But there is no reason to think that the addition altered the 
substance of what was meant by ‘scientific knowledge of the divine and the 
human’, or that Chrysippus would have dissented from the doctrine of F. 

Instead of distinguishing different kinds of philosophy. as Aristotle had done 
(theoretical, practical, productive), the Stoics stressed the practical utility of the 
subject in all its parts (see A and commentary to 42). Virtue pertains to cach of 
these, with physics, which gives ‘knowledge of the divine’, a cardinal 
requirement for ‘wisdom’ (A, G), and logic no less so (see 31B-C for logical 
virtuc(s)). As to what the three parts are practically useful for, and constitutive 
ot. the Stoic answer must be, ‘living a well reasoned life’. For all three parts are 
Parts of a particular kind of logos - philosophical discourse (B 1), where discourse 
includes the mind's dialogue with itself, or its rational character. 

As an expertise (for the term see 42A) or ‘science’, philosophy differs from 
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expertise in (or dedication to) specific skills, such as the arts and sport, which are 
called ‘pursuics’ (H), These latter also include the special sciences of F, whose 
instrumental value is expressed in H's account of a pursuit as ‘conducive to the 
domain of virtue’. So far from detaching pursuits from the wise man, the Stoics 
treated them as ‘goods’ (60J, L) and thus had to defend the paradoxical claim thar 
they are strictly confined to him (H). Even so, their difference from wisdom 
(philosophical virtue) is marked by giving chem the status of ‘tenors’ and not 
‘characters’ (60L; for these terms see 475S). As an expert in a skill, or asa lover of 
the arts, one wise man may be superior to another. But all wise men are equally 
expert in that virtue which constitutes ‘expertise concerned with the whole of 
life’ (61G 2), Cf. also 42 commentary. 


ONTOLOGY 
27 Existence and subsistence 


A Seneca, Letters §8.13~15 (SFF 2.332, part) 


The Stoics want to place above this [the existent] yet another, more 
primary genus... Some Stoics consider ‘something’ the first genus, and I 
shall add the reason why they do. In nature, they say, some things exist, 
some do not exist. But nature includes even those which do not exist — 
things which enter the mind, such as Centaurs, giants, and whatever else 


falsely tormed by thought takes on some image despite lacking 


substance. 


B Alexander, On Aristotle's Topics 301,19-25 (SVF 2.329) 


This is how you could show the impropriety of the Stoics’ making 
‘something’ the genus to which the existent belongs: ifit is something it is 
obviously also existent, and if existent it would receive the definition of 
the existent. But they would escape the difficulty by legislating for 
themselves that ‘existent’ is said only of bodies; for on this ground they 
say that ‘something’ is more generic than it, being predicated not only of 
bodies but also of incorporeals. 


C Sextus Empiricus, Against the professors 1.17 (SVF 2.330) 


If something is taught, it will be taught either through not-somethings, 
or through somethings. But it cannot be taught through not-some- 
things, for these have no subsistence for the mind, according to the 
Stoics, 


D Sextus Empiricus, Against the professors 10.218 (SVF 2.331, part) 


They [the Stoics] say that of somethings some are bodies, others 
incorporeals, and they list four species of incorporeals — sayable (lekton), 
void, place, and time. À 
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E Sextus Empiricus, Against the professors 8.409 (SVF 2.85, part) 


(1) For they (the Stoics} say, just as the trainer or drill-sergeant sometimes 
takes hold of the boy’s hands to drill him and to teach him to make certain 
motions, but sometimes stands at a distance and moves to a certain drill, 
to provide himself as a model for the boy — (2) so too some impressors 
touch, as it were, and make contact with the commanding-faculty to 
make their printing in it, as do white and black, and body in general; 
whereas others have a nature like that of the incorporeal sayables (lekta), 
and the commanding-faculty is impressed in relation to them, not by them. 


F Simplicius, On Aristotle’s Categories 66,32—-67,2 (SVF 2.369, part) 


The Stoics see fit to reduce the number of the primary genera, and others 
they take over with minor changes. For they make their division a 
fourfold one, into substrates, the qualified, the disposed, and the 
relatively disposed. 


G Galen, On medical method 10.155,1-8 (SUF 2.322, part) 


For the present I decline to speak of the over-refined linguistic quibbling 
of some philosophers . . . I mean the quibbling way in which they 
generically divide the existent and the subsistent. 

O The following stemma represents the ontological distinctions explored in 27-9. 


something (ti) 











incorporeal body (neither?) 
—— er nE [earn | 
sayable (lekton) void place cmc fictional entities limits 
i f = 

substrate qualified disposed relatively disposed 

(Aupokeimenon ) (poion} (pos echon) (pros ti pos echon) 
i | 
commonly qualified peculiarly qualified 
(koinos poron) (idios poton) 






In Stoic usage, just as in Epicurean (ef. 5 






despite its vexed carlicr history 
in Greek philosophy. This translation is further justified by some of the Stoic 
conceptual distinctions discussed below. 

_ Plato and his successors had tended to assign ontological primacy to the 
intelligible over the sensible. In making corporeality the hallmark of existence 
(B; 45A-D), the Stoics are in a way reverting to popular ontology. The 
philosophical grounds for this reversion, which will be explored in 45, are 
extremely powerful. Alleged incorporeals, such as virtue and knowledge. 
exercise an obvious causal influence on bodies. Such interaction, the Stoics 
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suggest, is simply unintelligible except as between bodies, and hence virtue, 
knowledge and their like must be analysed as corporeal (cf. also 60S). We will 
sce in 28-9 how this analysis is achieved. 

However, as the above stemma indicates, it is not with the existent but with 
the prior notion of ‘something’ thac che Stoic ontological scheme starts (A, D). 
The Stoics avoid the common Platonist assumption (invoked against them in B; 
compare ¢.g. Plaro, Parmenides 132zb—c) that to be something is already to exist. 
To be something is rather, it seems, to be a proper subject of thought and 
discourse. Most such things do also exist, m that they are bodies. Buc an 
incorporeal like a ame, or a fictional object like a Centaur, does not. Since, 
however, expressions like ‘Centaur’ and ‘today’ are genuinely significant, they 
are taken to name something, even though that something has no actual or 
independent existence (independent, that is, of the world's motion in the case of 
time, or of someone's mental image, in the case of a Centaur). Although they 
deny themselves the term ‘exist’ far such cases, the Stoics have recourse to the 
broader term under which it falls, ‘subsist’ (huphistasthai: cf. G; 49C; 50D~E, 
51F). This latter term, in its Stoic usage, seems to capture the mode of being that 
Meinong called bestehen and Russell rendered by ‘subsist’ (in his 1904 articles on 
Meinong in Mind 13). For Meinong, similarity or Pegasus, for instance, subsist 
but do not exist. With existing things, however, they share the fact that they 
have a character (Sosein), just as in Stoicism both a real horse and a Centaur are 
‘something’. We could render the Stoic distinction between ‘exist’ and ‘subsist’ 
by saying “There's such a thing as a rainbow, and such a character as Mickey 
Mouse, but they don’t actually exist’. 

‘Something’ is the highest genus, including as it does incorporeals and 
fictional entities as well as bodies (sce ssemma above). Despite its supremacy for 
some Stoics (but not for all apparently, cf. A and 30C 4), one class of items, 
universals, 1s excluded from ıt, or belongs to it only in a ‘quasi’ sense: see further 
30. Thus the generic man is not even a subsistent ‘something’: there simply is no 
such thing as the universal man, not even in the way in which there is such a 
character as Mickey Mouse. Universals are dubbed ‘not-somethings’ (30E), and 
since this, rather than ‘nothing at all’, provides the normal contrast for 
‘somethings’ (ct. C), it may be surmised that to be a ‘something’ is above all ta be 
a particular, whether existent or non-existent. The Stoic world is occupied 
exclusively by particulars, and. as we will see in 30, talk of universals like ‘man’, 
though legitimate, must be understood as being reducible to talk of token men. 
Ir may be guessed that such incorporea) items as ‘sayable’ and ‘time’ (D) were 
subjected to a similar analysis. 


We now turn to the left-hand part of the stemma. The special significance of the 
four classes of incorporeal listed in D, for all their disparity, is perhaps that 
although not bodies they are felt to be an ineliminable part of the objective 
furniture of the world. Other leading contenders for incorporeality, such as 
virtue and knowledge, are ingeniously explained as bodies (28-9); but these four 
are not amenable co such analysis. On the mcorporcality of ‘sayables’, see 33 and 
55. It was probably in the latter of these two contexts, that of causation, that their 
incorporeality was first proposed: a causal effect is an incorporeal predicate — not 
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a body, bur that which comes to be true of a body, or to belong to it as an 
attribute, when another body acts upon it. Hence although in a logical context 
sayables may be to some extent thought-dependent (33), in a causal context they 
subsist objectively. For void and place, see 49; for time, 51. 

Since interaction is exclusively the property of bodies, the Stoics cannot allow 
these incorporeals to act upon bodies or be acted upon by them. How then do 
they play any part in the world? No satisfactory discussion of the problem has 
survived. But E is evidence that they attempted an answer in at least one 
connexion — how our corporeal souls can think about incorporeals. One answer, 
‘transition’ (39D 7), is perhaps a process of abstraction from bodily entities. 

This leaves the question, what status was assigned to items which, alchough 
‘somethings’, are pure thought-constructs? Two prominent examples are the 
fictional creatures mentioned as ‘somethings’ in A, and mathematical limits such 
as lines and points (50D-E). These are often assumed to be incorporeals, but they 
are not listed as such in the sources (cf. D), and ir may be more correct to classify 
them, as we have done tentanvely in our stemma, as neither corporeal nor 
incorporeal. (Such trichotomies are charactcristically Stoic: cf. ‘true, false and 
neither’, 31A 5); ‘egual ynequal_and neither’, 50C 5; ‘good, bad, and neither’, 
S8A; the same, different, and neither’, 60G 3.) If something is a purely mental 
construct - an invention or idealization ~ the question of its corporcality or 
incorporeality might be held not co arise: it would be odd to say of Mickey 
Mouse either that he 1s corporeal or that he is incorporeal. (30D alone counts 
against this interpretation, and is probably too polemical to carry much weight.) 





Finally, we move to the classification of body into four kinds. The list of four 
‘genera’ of the existent given by Simplicius in F is confirmed by Plounus (SVF 
2.371). Plutarch (28A 6) also knows the figure four, and adds the crucial 
information that each individual entry belongs to all four genera. The ancient 
commentators (as in F) often compare them to the ten Aristotelian genera 
known as ‘categories’, and it has become conventional in modern scholarship to 
use the label ‘categories’ for the Stoic genera too. However, not only are they 
never so called in the ancient sources, but they are explicitly treated as cutting 
across the most basic categorial division favoured in antiquity, that between per 
se and relative (29C: ‘relative’ is split between the second and fourth Stoic 
genera). We will therefore stick to F's less loaded term ‘genera’, although ir is far 
from certain that this was the Stoics! own name for them either. 

Following Stoic practice, the genera wil] here be treated as a classification of 
the metaphysical aspects under which a body can be viewed; it 1s possible that the 
scheme was meant ro be applicable to incorporeals too (cf. 28L), but we have too 
little to go on. Some interpreters link the scheme to Stoic grammar (cf. 33M), 
tor example by relating ‘substrate’ to the grammatical class which includes 
Pronouns, ‘qualified’ to the two kinds of noun (roughly, common nouns and 
Proper names), ‘disposed’ to intransitive verbs, and ‘relatively disposed’ to 
transitive verbs. Buc we have found too little evidence to support this, and all 
surviving examples of the four genera are designated by nouns and adjectives 
alone, e.g, ‘matter’. ‘prudent’, ‘Dion’, ‘knowledge’, ‘father’. 

In 28-9 the following suggestions will be developed: (a) the four-genera 
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scheme originates with Chrysippus; (b) the first two genera are distinguished 
principally through the need, in response to Academic attacks, to give a coherent 
metaphysical account of change and idenuty; (c) the third and fourth genera 
have a variety of uses, especially in the analysis of allegedly abstract entities as 
bodies. 


28 The first and second genera 


A Plutarch, On common conceptions 1083A—1084A te woa 


(1) The argument about growth is an old one, for, as Chrysippus says, it is 
propounded by Epicharmus. Yet when the Academics hold that the 
puzzle is not altogether easy or straightforward, these people (sc. the 
Stoics] have laid many charges against them and denounced them as 
destroying our preconceptions and contravening our conceptions. Yet 
they themselves not only fail to save our conceptions but also pervert 
sense-perception. (2) For the argument is a simple one and these people 
grant its premises: a all particular substances are in flux and motion, 
releasing some things from themselves and receiving others which reach 
them from elsewhere; 6 the numbers or quantities which these are added 
to or subtracted from do not remain the same but become different as the 
aforementioned arrivals and departures cause the substance to be 
transformed; c the prevailing convention is wrong to call these processes 
of growth and decay: rather they should be called generation and 
destruction, since they transform the thing from what it is into 
something else, whereas growing and diminishing are affections of a 
body which serves as substrate and persists. (3) When it is stated and 
proposed in some such way, what is the judgement of these champions of 
the evident, these yardsticks of our conceptions? Thar each of us is a pair 
of twins, two-natured and double — not in the way the poets think of the 
Molionidae [legendary Siamese twins], joined in some parts but 
separated in others, but two bodies sharing the same colour, the same 
shape, the same weight, and the same place, <yet nevertheless double 
even though> no man previously has seen them. 





and that the one is always in flux and motion, neither 
growing nor diminishing nor remaining as it is at all, while the other 
remains and grows and diminishes and undergoes al] the opposite 
affections to the first one — although it is its natural partner, combined 
and fused with it, and nowhere providing sense-perception with a grasp 
of the difference. (5)... Yet this difference and distinction in us no one 
has marked off or discriminated, nor have we perceived that we are bom 
double, always in flux with one part of ourselves, while remaining the 
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same people from birth to death with the other. (6) Lam simplifying their 
account, since it is four substrates that they attribute to each of us; or 
rather, they make each of us four. But even the two are sufficient to 
expose the absurdity. (7) If when we hear Pentheus in the tragedy say that 
he sees two suns and a double Thebes we say he is not seeing but mis- 
seeing, going crazy in his arithmetic, then when these people propose 
that, not one city, but all men, animals, trees, furniture, implernents and 
clothes are doubie and two-natured, shail we nor reject them as forcing us 
to misthink rather than to chink? (8) Here, actually, they can perhaps be 
excused for inventing different kinds of substrates, for there seems no 
other device available to people determined to save and protect the 
processes of growth. 


B Anonymous commentary on Plato's Theaetetus, 70.5-26 


The argument about what grows was first propounded by Pythagoras 
[the supposed master of Epicharmus, cf. A 1], and was propounded by 
Plato too, as we noted in our commentary on the Symposium (ct. Symp. 
207d]. The Academics also defend it. They protest that they do believe in 
` processes of growth; but since the Stoics establish by argument this fact 
which needs no proof, the Academics are teaching them that if someone 
is prepared to prove things which are self-evident someone else will have 
a plentiful supply of more convincing proofs to the contrary. 


C Anonymous Academic treatise, Oxyrhynchus Papyrus 3008 


... Since the duality which they say belongs to each body is differentiated 
in a way unrecognizable by sense-perception. For ifa peculiarly qualified 
thing like Plato is a body, and Plato's substance is a body, and there is no 
apparent difference between these in shape, colour, size and appearance, 
but both have equal weight and the same outline, by what definition and 
mark shall we distinguish them and say that now we are apprehending 
Plato himself, now the substance of Plato? For if there is some difference, 
let it be stated and demonstrated. But if <chey can> not even say... 


D Stobaeus 1.177,21-179,17 (including Posidonius fr. 96) (09 
(1) Posidonius says that there ar 








(2) For they recognized that there was 
na such thing as generation from, or destruction into, the non-existent, as 
we said before, (3) But of change into the existent he says that one kind is 
by division, one by alteration, one by fusion, and one an out-and-out 
change which they call ‘by resolution’. (4) Of these, that by alteration 
belongs to the substance, while the other three belong to the so-called 
‘qualified individuals’ which come to occupy the substance. And it is 
along these lines that processes of generation come about. (5) The 
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substance neither grows nor diminishes through addition or subtraction, 
but simply alters, just as in the case of numbers and measures. (6} And it 
follows that it is in rhe case of peculiarly qualified individuals, such as 
Dion and Theon, that processes of both growth and diminution arise. (7) 
Therefore each individual's quality actually remains from its generation 
to its destruction, in the case of destructible animals, plants and the like. 
(8) In the case of peculiarly qualified individuals they say that there are 
two receptive parts, the one pertaining to the presence of the substance, 
the other to that of the qualified individual. For it is che latter, as we have 
said several times, that is receptive of growth and diminution. 

(9) The peculiarly qualified thing is nor the same as its constituent 
substance, Nor on the other hand is it different from it, but is all but the 
same, in that the substance both is a part of it and occuptes the same place 
as it, whereas whatever is called different from something must be 
separated from it and not be thought of as even part of it. (10) That what 
concems the peculiarly qualified is noc the same as what concerns the 
substance, Mnesarchus says is clear. For things which are the same should 
have the same properties. (11) For if, for che sake of argument, someone 
were to mould a horse, squash it, then make a dog, it would be reasonable 
for us on seeing this to say that this previously did not exist but now does 
exist. 5o what is said when it comes to the qualified thing is different. (12) 
So too in general when it comes to substance, to hold that we are the same 
as our substances seems unconvincing. For it often comes about that the 
substance exists before something's generation, before Socrates’ genera- 
tion, say, when Socrates does not yet exist, and that after Socrates’ 
destruction the substance remains although he no longer exists. 


E Porphyry (Simplicius, On Aristotle's Categories 48,11—-16) 


{t} Substrate is twofold, not only according to the Stoics but also 
according co the earlier philosophers. (2) For unqualified matter, which 
Aristode virtually names, is the primary meaning of substrate. (3) The 
secondary meaning is thar which is commonly or peculiarly qualified. 
For the bronze, and Socrates, are substrate to whatever comes about in 
them or is predicated of them. 


F lamblichus, On the soul (Stobaeus 1.367,17-22; SVF 2.826) 


But the philosophers wha follow Chrysippus and Zeno, and all who 
consider the soul to be body, collect its faculties as qualities in the 
substrate. They posit soul as substance already underlying the faculties, 
and out of these two dissimilar components they bring together 2 
composite nature. 
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G Syrianus, On Aristotle’s Metaphysics 28,18-19 (SVF 2.398) 


Even che Stoics place the commonly qualified individuals before the 
peculiarly qualified individuals. 


H Simplicius, On Aristotle’s Categories 222,30-3 (SVF 2.378. part) 


The Stoicssay that what iscommon tothe quality which pertains to bodies 
is to be that which differentiates substance, not separable per se, but 
delimited by a concept and a peculiarity, and not specified by its duration 
or strength but by the intrinsic ‘suchness’ in accordance with which a 
qualified thing is generated. 


I Simplicius, On Aristotle’s On soul 217,36-218,2 (SVF 2.395) 


... if in the case of compound entities there exists individual form — with 
reference to which the Stoics speak of something peculiarly qualified, 
which both is gained, and lost again, all together, and remains the same 
throughout the compound enuty’s life even though its constituent parts 
come to be and are destroyed ar different times. 


J Dexippus, On Aristotle’s Categories 30,20-6 


But if form is that which is predicated in the category of essence of a 
plurality of numerically different things, in what does single individual 
differ from single individual, seeing that each is numerically single? 
Those who solve this difficulty on the basis of the peculiarly qualified — 
that one individual is distinguished, say, by hookedness of the nose, by 
blondness, or by some other combination of qualities, another by 
snubness, baldness, or greyness of the eyes, and again another by other 
qualities — do not seem to me to solve it well. 


K Simplicius, On Aristotle's Categories 271,20-2 (SVF 2.383) 


Nor, on che other hand, does the doctrine of the Stoics agree with 
Aristotle’s doctrine about shapes, when they say that shapes too, like 
other qualified things, are bodies. 


L Simplicius, On Aristotle’s Categories 217,32-218,1 (SVF 2.389, part) 


(1) The Stoics say that the qualities of bodies are corporeal, those of 
incorporeals incorporeal. (2) Their mistake arises from the belief that 
causes are of the same essence as the things affected by them, plus their 
supposition of a common account of explanation for bodies and 
incorporeals alike. (3) But how will the substance of corporeal qualities 
manage to consist of breath, when breath itself is composite? 
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M Simplicius, On Aristotle's Categories 214,24-37 (SVF 2.391, part) 


(1) The Stoics too, on their own assumptions, could raise the same 
difficulty against the principle under discussion that all qualified things 
are so called with reference to a quality. (2) For they call qualities 
‘havable’, and allow what is havable to exist only in the case of unified 
things; (3) whereas in the case of things which exist by contact, like a ship, 
or by separation, like an army, they rule out there being anything 


` havable, or there being found in their case any single thing consisting of 


breath or possessing a single principle, such as to achieve a realization ofa 
single tenor. (4) The qualified, however, is seen even in things whose 
constituents are in contact or separated. For just as a single grammarian is 


“ enduringly differentiated as a result of a qualified study and education, 


likewise the chorus is enduringly differentiated as a result of a qualified 
training. So they are qualified on account of their organization and their 
co-operation towards the fulfilment ofa single function. (5) But they are 
qualified things which lack a quality. For there is no tenor in them, since a 
quality or a tenor is never found in separated substances which have no 
inherent union with each other. 


N Simplicius, On Aristotle’s Categories 212,12-213,1 (SVF 2.390, part) 


(1) Some Stoics give a threefold definition of ‘qualified’, and say that two 


of the meanings are broader than quality, but that one, or part of one, 
matches it. (2) For they say that on one meaning everything different- 


iated is qualified, whether its condition be a process or a state, and 
difficult or easy to destroy. In this sense not only the prudent individual 
and the individual sticking his fist out, but also the individual running, 
are qualified individuals, (3) There is a second sense, in which they no 


* longer include processes, but only states, and which they also defined as 


‘in a differentiated state’: for example, the prudent individual, and the 
individual with his guard up. (4) The third and most specific sense of 
qualified which they introduced is one in which they no longer included 
those in non-enduring states, and in which the individual sticking his fist 
out and the individual wich his guard up did not count as qualified 
individuals. (5) Even of these. the ones ‘in an enduring differentiated 
state’, some are of this kind in a way which matches the expression and 
notion of them, others in a way which does not match; and the latter they 
excluded, but the former, those ‘matching and in an enduring 
differentiated state’, they set down as qualified individuals. (6) By 
‘matching the expression’ they meant those commensurate with the 
corresponding quality, like the grammarian and the prudent individual; 
for each of these is neither broader nor narrower than the corresponding 
quality. Similarly the gourmet and the wine-lover; whereas those who 
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combine these properties with the corresponding activities, such as the 
glutton and the tippler, are so called if they have their bodily parts in a 
suitable condition for indulging themselves. So if someone is a glutton, 
he is necessarily a gourmet too. But if he is a gourmet, he is not necessarily 
a glutton too; for when the bodily parts through which he practises 
gluttony become defective, he is free of his gluttony, but has not lost the 
tenor ofa gourmet. (7) Thus ‘qualified’ has three senses, and ic is in che last 
sense of ‘qualified’ that the quality matches the qualified. Consequently, 
when they define ‘quality’ as ‘the state of a qualified thing’, we must 
understand the definition as if the third sense of ‘qualified’ were being 
adopted. For ‘quality’ has a single sense, according to the Stoics 
themselves, while ‘qualified’ has three. 


O Plutarch, On common conceptions 1077C-E 


(1) One can hear them [the Stoics], and find them in many works, 
disagreeing with the Academics and crying that they confuse everything 
by their ‘indiscernibilities’ and force a single qualified individual to 
occupy two substances. (2) And yet there is nobody who does not think 
this and consider that on the contrary it is extraordinary and paradoxical 
if one dove has not, in the whole of time, been indiscernible from another 
dove, and bee from bee, wheat-grain from wheat-grain, or fig from 
proverbial fig. (3) What really is contrary to our conception is these 
people's assertions and pretences to the effect that two peculiarly qualified 
individuals occupy one substance, and that the same substance which 
houses one peculiarly qualified individual, on the arrival of a second, 
receives and keeps both alike. For, if two, there will be three, four, five, 
and untold numbers, belonging to a single substance; and I do not mean 
in different parts, but all the infinite number of them belonging alike to 
the whole. (4) At least, Chrysippus says that Zeus and the world are like a 
man and providence like his soul, so that when the conflagration comes 
Zeus, being the only imperishable one among the gods, withdraws into 
providence, whereupon both, having come together, continue to 
occupy the single substance of aether. 


CP Philo, On the indestructibility of the world 48 (SVF 2.397) 


(1) Chrysippus, the most distinguished member of their school, in his 
work On the Growing | Argument], creates a freak of the following kind. 
(2) Having first established thar it is impossible for two peculiarly 
qualified individuals to occupy the same substance jointly, (3) he says: 
‘For the sake of argument, let one individual be thought of as whole- 
limbed, the other as minus one foot. Let the whole-limbed one be called 
Dion, the defective one Theon. Then let one of Dion's feet be 
amputated.’ (4) The question arises which one of them has perished, and 
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his claim is that Theon is the stronger candidate. (5) These are the words 
of a paradox-monger rather than of a speaker of truth. For how can it be 
that Theon, who has had no part chopped off, has been snatched away, 
while Dion, whose foot has been amputated, has not perished? (6) 
‘Necessarily’, says Chrysippus. ‘For Dion, the one whose foot has been 
cut off, has collapsed into the defective substance of Theon. And two 
peculiarly qualified individuals cannot occupy the same substrate. 
Therefore it is necessary that Dion remains while Theon has perished.’ 


O We now tum to the first two o! iscussed at the end of 27 above. 
To place a thing in , is to attribute existence to it 
without mentioning its qualities. Hence che occupant of this genus is most 
commonly described as ‘substance’ (ousia, literally ‘being’ or ‘existence’). This in 
turn is generally equated with primary matter (cf. q in vol. 2), viewed in 
abstraction as ‘unqualified’ (sce 44). That is ‘substrate’ in its primary sense (E 2). 
In a secondary sense anything qualifted may have the status of a substrate or 
matter (just as in Aristotle), in so far as it underlies further qualities and can 
survive the loss of those qualities (E 3; cf. A 4, F), like the clay in which a horse is 

modelled (D 1o—12). 
and able, 





thanks to its corporeality, tis cithe 

or, on the more typically 
Chrysippean analysis (sce 47), the breach which runs through a body and 
informe (L) The second enix sry Quay Bure aie cha: 
is usually (for excepuons sce M, N 5—6) a substance viewed as ‘having’ 
(containing as parts) certain qualities (M; cf. 33J). Prudence is a quality, but the 


corresponding qualiticd thing is a prudentndividual. Sometimes, however, this 
distinction seems co be neglected (K, O, P; 29E; 33M). Another common 


feature of Stoic usage, resulting trom their preference for human examples, is the 


designanon of the ‘qualified’ masculine instead of the ected neuter 


a EE in the translations of testimonies this is rendered as 
ae But there is no evidence that Zeno or Cleanthes used ir to make the 


metaphysical claim that an individual i isin certain contexts properly treated as a 
ifi 


*. This distinction appears to have 

























The Academics made great play o 

traditionally traced back to the 
carly fifth-century comic poet Epicharmus, who was quoted (Epicharmus fr. 2) 
as arguing that just as a number or measure when added to or subtracted from 
becomes a different number or measure, so too 2 person who grows or 
diminishes becomes a different person. This remains the core of the Academy’s 
Growing Argument, although the problem was sometimes raised concerning 
any influx and efflux of material. Hence the Growing Argument was invoked in 
connexion with the Ship of Theseus, which was said to have been preserved for 
centuries at Athens, during which time every timber in it rotted and was 
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replaced: was it still che same ship (Plutarch, Life of Theseus 23)? If ancient 
discussions rend to concentrate on cases which, unlike chis, invelve growth and 
diminution, itis partly because these latter constitute the plamest examples of the 
general problem under which both rypes fall, how a thing can retain its identity 
between times t, and tz if what it consists of at tz is different from what it 
consisted of att); partly because they provide a better analogue for the parallel 
case of numbers and measures invoked by Epicharmus (cf. A 2, D 5); and partly 
because the official upshot of the argument is a rejection of the concepts of 
growth and diminution, on the ground that 'x grows’ is only intelligible if x 
exists a¢ the beginning and end of the process, and the denial ofidencicy over ime 
seems to exclude this. 

That the Academics propounded the puzzle along these lines emerges from 
A 1—2, and it seems to be Chrysippus, presumably in his work On the Growing 
{Argument]' (P 1), who responded with the distinction between substance and 
the peculiarly qualified which is derided by the Academics at A 3-8 and C. 
{Plutarch's On common conceptions seems to stem from the Carneadean Academy, 
and Chrysippus is his chief target throughout, cf. the explicit reference at A 1) 

The theory will be clearer if we start from che later exposition of it in D by 
Posidonius and Mnesarchus, two Stoics active in che early Grst century B.C., even 
if their agreement with Chrysippus may be less rhan total. In D 1-4 Posidonius 
lists, not all kinds of change. but those by which a thing's identity can be lost or 
gained — ‘destruction’ and ‘generation’. Normally (D 3-4) it is a qualified 
individual ~ say an egg — thar is subject to such change, whether by division {into 
yolk and white), by fusion (into a cake), or by resolution (into its elements: cf. 
SVF 2.414). But for what the Stoics call a ‘substance’, i.e. a material substrate, 
any alteration can constitute a change of identity (D 4). Posidonius accepts 
Epicharmus’ analogy with numbers and measures (D5), and with some 
plausibility: for if you make any addition to or subtraction from an undefined 
lump of matter, itthercby strictly speaking ceases to be the same lump of matter. 
Hence—a further consequence ~ a substance cannot be said co grow (D 5), since it 
cannot retain an identity through the process. What docs endure, however, and 
constitutes a proper subject of growth, is the ‘peculiarly qualified’ individual, 
Theon, whose uniquely identifying characteristics must for this purpose be 
lifelong (D 6-7}, despite the constant flux of their macerial substrate. Crucial to 
this whole enterprise is the observation (D 9-12) that Theon, although constituted 
by his substance or matter, is not identical with it. Hence we cannot infer Thean’s 
impermanence trom the substance’s impermanence. 

Here D 5-9 seems ro match accurately the Chrysippean theory ridiculed by 
Plutarch at Ag: and ac A6 Plutarch puts it beyond doubt that it is the 
metaphysical distinction between the first two of the four Stoic genera thar is the 
Proposed solution to the puzzle. We thus have a direct causal link becween 
Academic deployment of the Growing Argument and Chrysippus’ develop- 
ment of the theory of genera. ee 
Strictly speaking ‘peculiarly qualified’ is only one half of the second genus 
‘qualified’. This divides up (for the grammatical basis, see 33M) into the 
“cammonly qualified’, i.e. anything as described by acommon noun or adjective, 
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and the ‘peculiarly qualified’, i.e. qualitatively unique individuals, as designated 
by proper names like ‘Socrates’. The former are prior to the latter (G), no doubt 
because to be a man, or white, is part of what it is to be Socrates, and not vice 
versa. What determines the quality of a given item is a ‘concept’ and a 
‘peculiarity’ (H), and these may be taken co determine, respectively, its common 
quality and its peculiar qualicy. We will take these latter in turn. 

In its loosest sense (N 2), the ‘qualified’ classifies anything possessing some 
inherent differentiating characteristic, however temporary, and this includes 
both absolute and relative properties, so long as the relative properties are 
inherent differentiations, like sweet and bitter, and not mere external relations 
like ‘on the right’ (29C). In the strictest sense (N 4—6), however, it is restricted to 
long-term dispositional properties, and one point of this may be to single out a 
type of quality which might in principle help co establish a thing's identity over 
time and thus circumvent the Growing Argument. 

A common quality is, in physical terms, a portion of breath, for example the 
portion of breath in Socrates that makes him a man. [fit is asked in virtue of what 
this breath is describable as the quality ‘man’, the answer (H) will be that it 
corresponds to the universal concept ‘man'. That concept is not something 
present in Socrates; it is our own mental construct, a convenient ficuon: see 30. A 
common quality is often also called a ‘tenor’ (hexis) — a term which picks out any 
unifying property of a body (M; see further, 47). 

In turning now to the peculiar quality, we must observe that properly 
speaking it is this, and not the common quality, that constitutes a thing's identity 
over time (D 6-7, I). However, it may perhaps have been suggested that a 
thing's peculiar quality consists in a unique combination of enduring common 
qualities (J, e.g., for Socrates, ‘man’, ‘Greek’, ‘prudent’, ‘snub-nosed’, etc.). 
Many other useful differentiae, like ‘son of Sophroniscus’ and ‘friend of 
Alcibiades’, belong to the fourth genus, ‘relatively disposed’ (see 29C-F), and 
therefore cannot be elements in the peculiar quality. The peculiar quality must 
be an inherent property, not an external relation. Only on this supposition, 
added to the doctrine that no two individuals are qualitatively identical, was 
Stoic epistemology able to maintain, as it always did, that every individual can in 
theory be infallibly recognized through sense-perception (see 40). 

It is in the light of this last thesis that the anti-Stoic invective in O must be 
interpreted. In attacking the theory, the Academics pointed to alleged cases of 
two things’ being qualitatively indiscernible (see further, 40H-J). The Stoic 
reply was that, if that were really so, one (peculiarly) qualified individual would, 
absurdly, occupy two substances (O 1). If, that is, Dion had a perfect double, 
there would be two materially separate Dions. (This would be particularly 
abhorrent to the Stoics, since they held that Dion's identity over time depended 
on his possessing a uniquely identifying quality.) Plutarch's Academic spokes- 
man now tries to turn the tables with the suggestion that when the Stoics make 
Zeus and providence the joint occupants of aether during the conflagration (see 
46) they are absurdly impiying that two peculiarly qualified individuals can 


“Y occupy one substance (O 3—4). [t is crucial to see that this is presented as the 


` unwelcome consequence of the Stoic cosmological doctrine, not as an explicit 
claim of the school. For the Stoics were themselves fully committed to the 
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principle that two peculiarly qualified individuals cannot occupy the same 
substance, as P amply confirms. They reply to Plutarch’s charge might be chat, 
on the analogy cited in O 4, Zeus and providence no more have the status of 
distinct individuals than do a man and his own soul. 

A further Academic attack on the Chrysippean theory, at A and C, presenes 
as absurd the idea of two entities, Dion and his substance, occupying the same 
piace. This one is answered by the later Stoics at D 9 with the careful distinction 
that a part (which is how Dion's substance stands to Dion), while not identical 
with the whole, is not different from it either (cf. 60G 3; and Plato, Parmenides 
146b). 

Finally we turn to P, whose context is a fuller version of rhe and-Stoic 
argument in O 3-4. It cannot, as often supposed, concer two separate 
individuals who are made qualitatively identical by surgery, for it would then be 
about one peculiarly qualified individual coming to occupy two substances, as in 
O 1, whereas it in fact speaks of two peculiarly qualified individuals coming to 
occupy one substance, as in O 3. The key is to recognize this as the ancestor of a 
puzzle which has featured in recent discussions of place and identity. Take a cat, 
Tibbles, and assign the name Tib to that portion of her which excludes her tail. 
Tibbles is a cat with a tail, Tib is a cat without a tail. Then amputate the tail. The 
result is chat Tibbles, now tailless, occupies precisely the same space as Tib. Yer 
they are two distinct cats, because their histories are different. The conclusion is 
unacceptable, and the philosophical interest lies in pin-poinnng the false step, 

That Chrysippus’ puzzle works along similar lines is made clear by Philo's 
later comments, in which he takes Theon to be related to Dion as part to whole. 
Dion corresponds to Tibbles, Theon to Tib, and Dion's foot to Tibbles’ tail. The 
differences are twofold. First, the problem is about occupying the same 
substance, not the same place. Second, Chrysippus assumes both the validity of 
the opening steps of the argument and the truth of the principle that two 
peculiarly qualified individuals cannot occupy the same substance ar che same 
ume. He therefore concludes that one of the two must have perished, and his 
problem is to see why it should be one rather than the other. Philo's elliptical 
summary leaves unclear his reason for selecting Theon for this honour (P 6), but 
itis probably that if we are asked whose foot has been amputated we can only 
answer ‘Dion's’. Theon cannot have lost a foot which he never had. 

The title of Chrysippus’ work shows that this puzzle was developed in 
connexion with the Growing Argument. But to what purpose? The following is 
a guess. According to the Growing Argument, matter is the sole principle of 
individuation, so that a change of matter constitutes a change of identity. Hence 
Socrates is a different person from the same individual with one extra particle of 
matter added. Now these two individuals are related as part to whole — just as 
Theon and Dion in the amputation paradox are related. Thus the paradox’s 
Presupposition that Dion and Theon start out as distinct individuals is not one 
that Chrysippus need endorse; it is a premise attributed for dialectical purposes 
tothe Academic opponents, who cannot deny it without giving up the Growing 
Argument, But once they have accepted it, the Growing Argument is doomed 
anyhow. For whereas the Growing Argument holds that any material 
diminution constitutes a loss of identity, Chrysippus has presented them with a 
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case, based on their own premises, where material diminution is the necessary 
condition of enduring identity: it is the diminished Dion who survives, the 
undiminished Theon who perishes... 


Pe 


29 The third and fourth genera 
A Alexander, On soul 0.118,6-8 (SVF 2.823) 


We must disprove the [Stoic?] thesis that there is a single power of the 
soul, such that the same thing when disposed in a certain_way_on 
individual occasions sometimes thinks, sometimes is angry, sometimes 
desires. 





B Seneca, Letters 113.2 (SVF 3.307, part) = MG A-4 44 
Virtue is nothing other than the mind disposed in a certain way. 


C Simplicius, On Artstotle’s Categories 166,15-29 (SVF 2.403, part) 


(1) To put what I am saying more clearly, they (the Stoics] call ‘relative’ 
all things which are conditioned according to an intrinsic character but 
are directed towards something else; and ‘relatively disposed’ all those 
whose nature it is to become and cease to be a property of something 
without any internal change or qualitative alteration, as well as to look 
towards what lies outside. Thus when something in a differentiated 
condition is directed towards something else, it will only be relative: for 
example tenor, knowledge, sense-perception. But when it is thought of 
not according to its inherent differentiation but merely according to its 
disposition relative to something else, it will be relatively disposed. (2) 
For son, and the man on the right, in order to be there, need certain 
external things. Hence without any internal change a father could cease 
to be a father on the death of his son, and the man on the right could cease 
to be the man on the right if his neighbour changed position. Buc sweet 
and bitter could not alter qualitatively if their internal power did not 
change too. (3) If, then, despite being unaffected in themselves they 
change because of something else's disposition relative to them, it is clear 
that relatively disposed things have their existence in their disposition 
alone and not through any differentiation. 


a 


D Plutarch, On Stoic self-contradictions 1os4e-F (SVF 2.550, part) 

[In On motion book 2 Chrysippus says that] the world is a complete body, 
but the parts of the world are not complete because they are disposed in 
certain ways relative to the whole and are not per se. 

E Galen, On Hippocrates’ and Plato's doctrines 7.1.12-15 (SVF 3.259, part) 
(1) As a matter of fact, most of it really is true, especially what comes in 
the book where he [Chrysippus] shows that the virtues are qualified 
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things. But one might find fault with him for the fact that what he says in 
this book is in conflict with someone who hypothesizes a single power of 
the soul, the so-called rational and critical one, and abolishes the 
appeutive and competitive powers, as Chrysippus does. (2) On the other 
hand, one would not find fault with him for che fact that Aristo’s school 
of thought is correctly condemned by what he writes. For Aristo holds 
that virtue is a single thing called by many names because of relative 
disposition. (3) Chrysippus shows that it is not in relative disposition that 
the multiplicity of virtues and vices arises, but in the qualitative variation 
of the substances with which they belong — just as on the account of the 
ancients. 


F Seneca, Letters 121.10 (SVF 3.184, part) 5,40, 44 


‘Constitution’, he says, ‘is according to you (the Stoics] the command- 
ing-faculty of the soul disposed in a certain way relative to the body.” 


33P 2 gives a typical use of the third genus, ‘disposed’: rhe physicalist analysis of a 
supposedly abstract entity, scientific knowledge (episteme) as ‘the commanding- 
faculty disposed in a certain way’, where the commanding-~taculty of the soul is 
itself corporeal ‘breath’ (see 53). After all, mental conditions exert a causal 
influence on our bodies, and the Stoics find that explicable only if che mental 
conditions are themselves raken to be corporeal (45C). Instances of this genus can 
be hard to recognize in the sources, because when a definition is fully articulated 
‘disposed in a certain way’ is replaced by a specific description — e.g. ‘Winter is 
the air above the earth cooled because of the distancing of the sun’(SVF 2.693); 
for further examples, cf. 33H; 53H. K., L. 

Itis noc obvious wha marks rhis genus off from chat of the ‘qualified’ (28). It is 
not that it covers accidental as opposed to essential properties, for many 
*qualities’ are accidental coo (cf. 28N}. Nor chat it is restricted co relatively 
temporary properties, for some qualities are short-lived (e.g. sticking a fist out, 
28N, cf. 2BH)}, and conversely some ‘dispositions’, such as understanding, are 
enduring once acquired. Part of the answer seems to be that whereas a quality isa 
differentiation of a substrate, a disposition must be a further differentiarion of an 
already qualified thing. ‘Fist’, for example, could not be defined or understood 
except in terms of hand’. But it is clear that some things - e.g. ‘understanding’, 
‘virtue’, ‘walking’ - are equally at home in either genus (compare A, B and 
60G 2 with E, 28F and 28N). In these cases, to use the second genus will be to 
view the thing directly in relation to the individual's substrate, while to use the 
third genus will be to analyse it as an aspect or part of his soul, which is itself 
already a qualified entity. There is no incompatibility, since in either case it is 
merely a portion of breath in him. S 


We tum now to the fourth genus, ‘relatively disposed" (C—-F). This genus does 
not include all relative terms. ‘Sweet’ is recognized as relative, in that to be sweet 
Is to have such and such an effect upon a perceiver, but is also ‘differentiated’, in 
that sweetness is an intrinsic differentiation of a thing {C} -and that puts it in che 
Genus ‘qualified’ (28M 4, N 2). The genus ‘relatively disposed’ covers things 
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which are characterized by an extrinsic relation, such as ‘the man on the right’ 
(C), the test of this being that they could begin or cease to be thus described 
without undergoing any intrinsic change, if, say, the subject's neighbour moved 
(C 2-3; cf. Plato, Theaetetus 154b—155d). It must however be admitted that one 
or two sources seem to ignore this distinction and to treat ‘relatively disposed’ as 
synonymous with ‘relative’. For probable examples, see 57C 3, G1, H6. 

We do not know how and why the Stoics came to distinguish the merely 
relative from the relatively disposed, but one guess would be that the original 
motive was epistemological. Greek sceptics standardly argued from the 
relativity of sweet and bitter to their unreality: if what is sweet for you may be 
bitter for me, why suppose it to be either in reality (cf. 7D)? The Stoic 
classification of sweet and bitter (C 2) as relative but not relatively disposed 
asserts that external effects on cach occasion are not enough to determine 
whether a thing is sweet or bitter: sugar remains in its own chemical nature sweet 
even when, due co illness, I find it bitter. Conversely, we find Cameades 
exploiting che fourth Stoic genus in support of a sceptical epistemology when he 
maintains (69D 2) that both the actual and the apparent truth value of a sense- 
impression are relative dispositions, being determined entirely by factors 
external to the impression itself. 

Ina Stoic world, where everything has some part to play in the grand design, a 
full account of anything would have to include a description in the fourth genus. 
This point seems to underlie Chrysippus’ words in D. Normally an extrinsic 
relation is symmetrical — if I can cease to be the man on the right when my 
neighbour moves, my neighbour can cease to be the man on the left when I 
move. But this does not apply when ıt is a relation between part and whole. For 
while a part may change its description merely because of some external change 
elsewhere in the whole (c.g. my hand becomes an invalid’s hand if | break my 
leg), the reverse cannot occur, because any intrinsic change in a part is at the same 
time an intrinsic change in the whole. By applying this insight to the world and 
its pares, Chrysippus can contrast the self-contained perfection of the world itself 
(cf. 54H) with the imperfection of its parts, all of which are in some degree 
dependent for their characterization on extrinsic relations to the rest of the 
world. 

But many occurrences of the fourth genus, as of the third, come in che context 
of definitional analysis: cf. F. The most celebrated of these is in the dispute be- 
tween Aristo and Chrysippus over the proper genus of the virtues (E; 61B-C). 
Cleanthes and Aristo took Zeno to have represented the various virtues as a 
single state of mind in different relacivities (cf. also 411 for a similar Stoic 
treatment of vices), but Chrysippus interpreted him as making them all distinct 
although co-existent qualities. A full account of this will be found in the 
commentary to 61. 

This last example leads us back to the question of the origin of the four genera. 
Since Chrysippus’ discussion explicitly employed the first, second and fourth 
genera (E3), it would be unreasonable to doubt that the full scheme was 
operative in his day. But does the involvement of three first-generation Stoics in 
this debate push the scheme back to their time? No. First, the dispute between 
Chrysippus and Aristo could only have been made possible by Zeno’s failure 
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explicitly to assign a genus co the virtues (cf. 61B 5; the mention of the fourth 
genus ar 6102 will represent not Zeno’s own words but later Academic 
attempts to uncover contradictions among the Stoics), Second, although 
Chrysippus not unreasonably understood Aristo’s definitions as piacing the 
virtues in che fourth genus, it may be doubted whether Aristo expressly 
authorized the classification. 61B 3 (Plutarch's less mischievous report) suggests 
that he merely used the common categorial term ‘relative’. And Aristo's 
ingenious analogy between his conception of virtue as a single inceilectual state 
in vanous relanvities, and calling vision ‘white-secing’, ‘black-sceing’, ete., 
according co che colour of its objects {61B 3), would constitute 2 poor example 
of the fourth genus, since extrinsic vaniacgons of colour are in fact regularly 
matched by intrinsic changes in the vision itself. This confirms the impression 
{see 27 commentary) that Chrysippus is himself the author of the four genera. 


30 Universals 
A Stobaeus 1.136,21-137,6 (SVE 1.65) 


(1) (Zeno’s doctrine) They say that concepts are neither somethings nor 
qualified, bur figments of the soul which are quasi-somethings and quasi- 
qualified. (2) These, they say, are what the old philosophers called Ideas. 
For the Ideas are of the things which are classified under the concepts, 
such as men, horses, and in general all the animals and other things of 
which they say chat there are Ideas. (3) The Stoic philosophers say that 
there are no Ideas, and that what we ‘participate in’ is the concepts, while 
what we ‘bear’ is those cases which they call ‘appellatives’. 


B Aetius 1.10.5 (SVF 1.65) 


The Stoics of Zeno’s school said that the Ideas were our own concepts. 


C Diogenes Laertius 7.60-1 


(1) A genus is a collection of a plurality of inseparable concepts, such as 
animal. For this embraces all che distinct animals. (2) A concept is a 
figment of the mind, which is neither something nor qualified, but a 
quasi-something and quasi-qualified, in the way that the pattern of horse 
arises even though none is present. (3) A species is that which is contained 
within a genus, as man is contained within animal. (4) Most generic is that 
which is a genus but has no genus — the existent. (5) Most specific is that 
which is a species but has no species, for example Socrates. 


D Alexander, On Aristotle's Topics 359,12-16 (SVF 2.329) 


in this way it will be shown that not even ‘something’ is the genus of 
everything. For there will also be a genus of ‘one’, which is either equal to 
it or broader than it — if, at any rate, ‘one’ is predicated of the concept, 
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whereas ‘something’ is said only of bodies and incorporeals, and the 
concept is neither of these according to those who speak of these things. 


E Simplicius, On Aristotle’s Categories 105,8-16 (SVF 2.278, part) 


(1) Indeed, Chrysippus too raises problems as to whether the Idea will be 
called a ‘this something’. (2) One must also take inte account the usage of 
the Stoics about generically qualified things - how according to them 
cases are expressed, how in their school universals are called ‘not- 
somethings’, and how their ignorance of the fact that not every substance 
signifies a ‘this something’ gives rise to the Not-someone [Outis] 
sophism, which relies on the form of expression. (3) Namely: ‘Ifsomeone 
isin Athens, he is not in Megara; <but man isin Athens; therefore man is 
not in Megara.>’ (4) For man is not someone, since the universal is not 
someone, and that is why the argument has this name, being called the 
‘Not-someone’ argument. 


F Sextus Empiricus, Against the professors 7.246 (SVF 2.65, part; 
continuing 39G) 


(1) Neither true nor false [impressions, according to the Stoics} are the 
generic ones. (2) For of things whose species are of this kind or that kind, 
the genera are neither of this nor of that kind. (3) For example, of men 
some are Greeks, others barbarians, but the generic man is neither Greek 
(since then all specitic men would be Greek) nor barbarian (for the same 
reason). 


G Syrianus, On Aristotle’s Metaphysics 104,17-21 (SVF 2.361) 


... of particulars, whether they were to be in total flux, . . . or whether 
one were also to call them existing things, as Aristotle used to, or whether 
one were even to say that only particulars exist, as the Stoics assert. 


H Synanus, On Aristotle’s Metaphysics 105,21-§ (SVF 2.364) 


... the Forms were introduced among these godlike men [Plato and his 
precursors] neither for the usage of linguistic convention, as Chrysippus 
and Archedemus and the majority of the Stoics tater believed (for there 
are a great many differences between per se Forms and those uttered in 
linguistic convention), nor... 


I Sextus Empiricus, Against the professors 11.8-11 (SVF 2.224, part) 


(1) For the definition, according to the authors of technical handbooks, 
differs from the universalized proposition in nothing but syntax, and is 
identical in meaning. This is reasonable. For whoever says ‘Man is a 
rational mortal animal’ says the same thing in meaning as whoever says 
‘If something is a man, that thing is a rational mortal animal’, although it 
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is verbally different. (2) That this is so is clear, because not only does the 
universalized proposition range over all particular cases, but the 
definition also extends to all the specific instances of the thing represented 
— that of man co all specific men, that of horse to all horses. And both the 
universalized proposition and the definition are vitiated by the subsump- 
tion of a single false instance. (3) Now just as these differ verbally but are 
identical in meaning, so too, they say, the complete division is universal 
in meaning but differs from the universalized proposition in syntax . . . 
The statement ‘Of existing things some are good, some bad, some 
intermediate’ is, according to Chrysippus, in meaning a universalized 
proposition of the form ‘Ifsome things are existents, they are either good 
or bad or indifferent.’ Such a universalized proposition is, however, false 
if a single false instance is subsumed under it. 


] The Stoic treatment of universals is a highly original one, which anticipates in 
most essentials the conceptualism of the British Empirical philosophers 
(compare for example J. Locke, An essay concerning human understanding 3.3). 
Universals are neither ontologically prior to their instantiations, as Forms are for 
Plato, nor immanent in them, but are ‘concepts’ (ennoemata), mere figments of 
the rational mind. 

By ‘universal’ here we do not mean chat which is signified by any common 
noun or adjective, as in e.g. “Socrates is a man’, but the entity which apparently 
features as subject of such sentences as ‘Man is a rational mortal animal’ (cf. I) and 
perhaps also ‘Man has been to the moon’ (cf. E). Such universals had become a 
central focus of interest for Plato and Aristotle, because they appeared to be the 
proper object of all definition and scientific or dialectical analysis. Admittedly 
natural species like ‘man’ do not feature very prominently as Forms (or 'Ideas") 
in Placo’s dialogues, burt they do take centre stage in the entire subsequent debate 
about his theory ot Forms (cf. A). 

Plato was commonly charged with hypostatizing such items into individuals 
- ‘somethings’ in Stoic parlance (sce 27). That criticism can be scen to underlie 
the Stoics’ own description of them as ‘quasi-somethings’ (A 1, C 2), and their 
very interesting attempt to show, by means of the ‘Not-somcone’ argument, the 
impropriety of treating the universal man like an individual (E; cf. 37B5, and 
the similar considerations offered in F). In that argument, the Platonic universal 
man turns out to be a spurious individual who fails to conform even to the 
elementary laws of logic. An illuminating comparison might be with another 
spurious individual, the Average Man — who, if he existed, would have 2.4 
children. 

As ‘not-somethings’ (A 1, C2, D, E; cf. 27C), universals find themselves 
relegated to a metaphysical limbo, altogether outside the Stoic ontological 
scheme represented by our stemma in 27. Stoic metaphysics simply has no place 
for non-individuals (cf. G). However, these strictures do not lead the Stoics to 
ban the universal man altogether from their philosophy. Like Plato and 
Aristotle, they recognize that he and his kind, as well as being a linguistic 
convenience (H) constitute the subjects of all definitions and all analysis by 
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division, tools which are as basic to their dialectic as to that of their fourth- 
century forerunners (see 31-2). What matters, they see, is to know what it is that 
you are defining or dividing: statements about man are not statements about a 
Platonic super-individual, but convenient paraphrases of conditionals with 
indefinite terms which range over all individual men. This is the point made in I 
with regard to both definition and division. (For definition, see also 39C 3; that 
the items mentioned in the specimen division analysed in I 3 are universals, not 
particulars, is not unambiguous, but becomes clear when the division is followed 
through to its last line, as ar 60J—M: cf. also 32C.) 

With this important proviso, the Stoics are prepared to speak of universals in a 
fairly Platonic fashion, even echoing Plato's talk of individuals ‘participating’ 
(metechein) in them (A 3). Since they treat their universal concepts as virtually 
equivalent to species (C: the main terminological difference is that ‘species’ in 
their usage can include even individuals), we might take this ‘participation’ to be 
their way of signifying species membership. 

Despite the nominalist ring of H, the Stoic theory is better described as 
conceptualise, since it formally analyses universals not as linguistic devices but as 
‘concepts’ (A, B, C 1-2). Now one’s generic thought of man is, in Stoic 
terminology, 2 ‘conception’ (ennoia). This, being a psychological state, is simply 
a body — the (corporeal) soul somehow disposed (see 29). However, the 
universal man is not identical with this conception, he is its intentional object, 
that which [ am thinking about when [ entertain the conception ‘man’. This 
distinction is represented by a change of grammatical termination. He is not the 
conception (ennoia) itself, but the corresponding ‘concept’ (ennoema). However, 
he is the object of the conception not, as Platonism holds, because he pre-exists 
and somehow causes it. He is just the mental construct generated by the 
conception. 

Since the concept corresponds to nothing in reality, it is labelled a ‘figment’ of 
thought, a term which is elsewhere exemplified by the imaginings of dreamers 
and madmen (39A-B). This may sound curiously harsh treatment of the items 
which, as the Stoics themselves accept, dialectic must be about. But it should be 
read above all as a warning to us not to follow the Platonist path of hypostatizing 
them. It is so tempting to believe, with Plato, that a conception would be 
vacuous if the concept which it represents did not objectively exist. The Stoic 
reply would no doubt be that, just as statements about the universal man are 
reducible to statements about token men (1), so too our conception of man is, at 
bottom, our understanding of the nature of men, and has its significance in virtue 
of the objective existence of individual men. For it is precisely its grounding in 
our natural and uncontrived experience of individual men that makes it a 
crucially informative criterion of truth (see 39E, 40). 


We have already distinguished Stoic ‘concepts’ from ‘conceptions’. As a 
technical foomote, we must now add how they differ from two other items with 
which they might be confused. First, general terms like ‘man’. These appear in 
A 3 under the label ‘appellatives’, i.e. common nouns and adjectives (see 33M: 
verbs rarely feature in ancient discussions of universals). Individuals, it is said 
there, do not ‘participate’ in these as they do in universals, they just ‘bear’ them, 
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31 Dialectic and rhetoric 


i.e, are called by them. (For the technical notion of ‘bearing a case’, used in A 3, 
see 33 commentary.) Appellatives raised no special metaphysical problem, since 
being words they are simply bodies (33B, H) — in the case of the spoken word, air 
vibrating in a certain way. 

Secondly, there is chat which an appellative signifies. This might be a common 
quality (33M), or a commonly qualified thing. On either account, it is simply 
another body: see 28. Ifit is asked what makes someone's common quality count 
as ‘man’, not ‘horse’, the answer will no doubt be that it matches the universal 
concept called ‘man’ (cf. 28H). But any resultant metaphysical problems are 
problems for concepts, not for common qualities themselves. 


LOGIC AND SEMANTICS S 


31 Dialectic and rhetoric 


A Diogenes Laertius 7.41—4 


(1) Some [Stoic philosophers] say that the logical part [of philosophy} is 


divided into two sciences, rhetoric and dialectic. Certain of them also 
divide it into the branch concerned with definitions and that which deals 
with yardsticks and criteria, but some cut out the branch to do with 
definitions. (2) They adopt the one concerned with yardsticks and 
criteria as a means to the discovery of the truth, since they there establish 
the differences between impressions; (3) the one to do with definitions 
likewise for discovery of the truth, since things are grasped through 
conceptions: (4) rhetoric, since it is the science of speaking well in regard 
to continuous discourses; (5) and dialectic, since it is the science of correct 
discussion in regard to discourses conducted by question and answer, so 
that they also define it as the science of what is true and false and neither 





it is divisible into invention, phraseology, arrangement, and delivery. A 
thetorical discourse {is divisible into] introduction, narrative, replies to 
opponents, and peroration. (7) Dialectic, they say, is divided into the 
topics of significations and utterance; and that of significations into the 
topics of impressions and derivatively subsistent sayables — propositions, 
complete sayables, predicates and similar actives and passives, genera and 
species, along with also arguments, argument modes and syllogisms, and 
sophisms which depend on utterance and on states of affairs. (8) [= 37C]. 
(9) Dialectic also includes the specific topic of actual utterance, 
mentioned above, which sets out written utterance and what the parts of 
language are, dealing also with solecisms and barbarisms, poetry. 
ambiguity, euphony, music, and, according to some Stoics, definitions, 
divisions and expressions. 
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B Diogenes Laertius 7.46—8 (SVF 2.130, part) 


(1) They [the Stoics] take dialectic itself to be necessary, and a virtue 
which incorporates specific virtues. (2) Non-precipitancy is the science of 
when one should and should not assent. (3) Uncarelessness is a strong 
rational principle against the plausible, so as not to give in to it. (4) 
Irrefutability is strength in argument, so as not to be carried away by 
argument into the contradictory [of one’s own thesis]. (5) Non- 
randomness is a tenor that refers impressions to the correct rational 
principle. (6) And scientific knowledge itself, they say, is either secure 
cognition or a tenor in the reception of impressions which is unchange-~ 
able by reason. (7) Without the study of dialectic the wise man will not be 
infallible in argument, since dialectic distinguishes the true from the false, 

and clarifies plausibilities and amb ambiguous statements. Without it too it is 
impossible to ask and answer questions methodically. (8) Precipitancy in 
assertions extends to what actually happens; so people who do not have 
their impressions trained veer into states of disorder and carelessness. 
Only in this way will the wise man show himself to be penetrating, 
sharp-witted and someone who, quite generally, is formidable in 
argument. For the person whose job it is to discuss and to argue correctly 
is the very person whose job it is to discuss debating topics and to respond 
to the questions put to him; and these are functions of the man 


experienced in dialectic. 








C Diogenes Laertius 7.83 (SVF 2.130) 


(1) The reason why the Stoics adopt these views in logic is to give the 
strongest possible confirmation to their claim that the wise man is always 
a dialectician. For all things are observed through study conducted in 
discourses, whether they belong to the domain of physics or equally that 
of ethics. As to logic, that goes without saying. (2) In regard to 
“correctness of names’, the topic of how customs have assigned names to 
things, the wise man would have nothing to say. (3) Of the two linguistic 
practices which do come within the province of his virtue, one studies 
what each existing thing is, and the other what it is cailed. 











D Alexander, On Aristotle’s Topics 1,8~14 (SVF 2.124) 


It is well for us to realize in advance that the term ‘dialectic’ is not used by 
all philosophers with che same meaning: the Stoics, who define dialectic 
as the science of speaking well, taking speaking well to consist in saying 
what is true and what is fitting, and regarding this as a distinguishing 
characteristic of the philosopher, use it of philosophy at its highest. For 
this reason, only the wise man is a dialectician in their view. 
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E Sextus Empiricus, Against the professors 2.7 (SVF 1.75, part) 29% 
When Zeno of Citum was asked how dialectic differs from rhetoric, he 


clenched his fist and spread it ‘out again, and said, ‘like this’ - 
characterizing compactness and brevity as the hallmark of dialectic by 


the clenching, and hinting at the breadth of rhetorical ability through the 
qutspread and extension of his fingers. 


F Cicero, Topics 6 


(1) Since every thorough account of argument has two parts, one 
concerned with invention and the other with judgement, the founder of 
them both, in my opinion, was Aristotle. (2) The Stoics, however, have 
exerted themselves only in one of these. With that science that they call 
dialectic they have thoroughly pursued the methods of judgement, but 
they have completely neglected the art of invention called topics, 
although this is both more useful and certainly prior in the order of 
nature. 


G Cicero, On the orator 2.157-8 


(1) Of those three illustrious philosophers, who you said came to Rome, 
do you realize that it was Diogenes [of Babylon] who said that he taught 
the art of speaking well and of deciding between true and false, which he 
called by the Greek term ‘dialectic’? 


H Plutarch, On Stoic self-contradictions 10474—B (SVF 2.297-8) 


(1) He [Chrysippus] defines rhetoric as an expertise concerned with the 
order of continuous speech and its arrangement. Furthermore, in book 1 
he has even written the following: ‘I think one should cultivate not just a 
frank and unaffected order but also, apart from the speech, the 
appropriate kinds of delivery in relation to the fitting tones of voice, 
facial expressions and gestures.’ (2) Yet after being so ambitious about 
speech here, he says again in the same book, when discussing hiatus, that 
we should not only ignore hiatus and stick to whac is better, but we 
should also ignore various kinds of unclarity, ellipses and — in heaven's 
name — solecisms, of which numerous others would be ashamed. 


I Cicero, On ends 4.9 (SVF 1.47) 


Dialectic was particularly developed by Chrysippus, but by Zeno much 
less than by previous philosophers. 


J Epictetus, Discourses 4.8.12 (including SVF 1.51) 


Whar, then, is a philosopher’s matter? Not a ragged coat, surely? No it is 
reason. What is his end? Surely it is not wearing a ragged coat? No, it is 
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keeping his reason right. What kind of theorems? Surely not ones ta do 
with how to grow a large beard or long hair? No, but rather what Zeno 
says: to understand the elements of reason, what sort of thing each of 
them is, how they fit together and what their consequences are. 


EK. Stobaeus 2.22,12-15 (SVF 1.49) 


Zeno used to compare the expert skills of the dialecticians to right 
measures which do not measure wheat or anything else worthwhile but 
chaff and dung. 


L Plutarch, On Stoic self-contradictions 1034E 


In response to him who said, ‘Do not pass judgement until you have 
heard both sides’, Zeno stated the contrary thesis, with this sort of 
argument. (2) ‘The second speaker must not be heard, whether the first 
speaker proved his case (for the inquiry is then finished) or did not prove 
it (for that is just like his not having complied when summoned, or his 
having complied by talking nonsense). (3) But either he proved his case 
or he did not prove it. (4) Therefore the second speaker must not be 
heard’ (5) After posing this argument, however, he continued to write 
against Plato's Republic, to solve sophisms, and to encourage his pupils to 
take up dialectic because of its power to do this. 


M Diogenes Laertius 7.25 (SVF 1.279) 


When a Dialectician showed him [Zeno] seven dialectical forms in the 
Mowing Argument, he asked how much he was selling them for. Being 
told a hundred drachmas, Zeno gave him two hundred. So great was his 
love of learning. 


N Diogenes Laertius 7.160-1 (SVF 1.351, part) 


He [Aristo] abolished the topics of physics and logic, saying chat the 
former is beyond us and the fatter none of our concem; ethics is the only 
topic which concerns us. He compared dialectical arguments to spider's 
webs: although they seem to display some expertise, they are completely 
useless. 


O Diogenes Laertius 7.182—4 (with omissions; SVF 2.9, 2.1, part) 


When a Dialectician was having an argument with Cleanthes and trying 
to propound sophisms to him, Chrysippus said: ‘stop distracting your 
senior from more important matters, and propound such things to us 
youngsters’. . . Finally he joined Arcesilaus and Lacydes (according to 
what Sotion says in book 8), and studied philosophy with them in the 
Academy. This explains why he argued both for and against common 
sense. 
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P Plutarch, On Stoic seif-contradictions 1035F—-10378 (with omissions; 
SVF 2.127, 270, 129) 


(1) He {Chrysippus} says he does not compietely disapprove of arguing 
the opposite case, but he recommends that it be used cautiously, as in the 
court-room, not in a spirit of advocacy bur in ‘destroying their 
plausibility’ (i.e. that of the opposite arguments; see below}. (2) He says: 
‘This practice is proper to those who suspend judgement about 
everything and it serves their purpose; those, on the contrary, who seek 
to engender scientific knowledge which will enable us to live in agree- 
ment should provide cheir pupils with basic principles and fixed positions 
from beginning to end, while destroying the plausibility of the opposite 
arguments, in cases when it is timely to refer to them too, just like the 
practice in the court-room’ .. . (3) In On lives book 4 he writes as follows: 
“The opposite arguments and the plausibilities of the opposite case must 
not be produced in a casual way but cautiously, lest people be diverted by 
them and give up their cognitions through not being able to understand 
the solutions adequately and through the instability of their cognitions; 
for those who base their cognitions on common sense and sense-objects 
and the other things that derive from the senses easily let these go when 
diverted by the puzzles of the Megarians and by a good many others 
which are more effective’. . . (4) In On the use of reason, after saying that 
the faculty of reason must not be used for inappropriate purposes, any 
more than weapons, he adds this: ‘It must be used for the discovery of 
truths and for establishing their family relationships, not for the opposite 
ends, which is what many do.’ By ‘many’ he perhaps means those who 
suspend judgement. 


Q Diogenes Laertius 7.180 (SVF 2.1, part) 


He [Chrysippus] became so renowned in dialectic that it was the general 
opinion that if the gods had dialectic, it would be no different from that 
of Chrysippus. 


R Epictetus, Discourses 1.7.2-5, 10 (= 37J2) 


(1) In every matter, we are investigating how the honourable and good 
man may find the procedure and behaviour which is proper in it. (2) Let 
them, then, say either that the virtuous man will not engage in question 
and answer, or that, having engaged, he will take no trouble to avoid 
behaving carelessly or casually in question and answer. Or if they accept 
neither of these, they must admit that some study should be made of the 
topics with which question and answer are chiefly concerned. (3) For 
what does reason profess? To establish truths, to remove falsehoods, to 
suspend judgement over what is unclear. Is it enough to learn just this? - . - 
It is not. [continued at 37J 3] 
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S Epictetus, Discourses 1.17.7-8 


Uniess we first apprehend what a measure is. . . or a scale, how shall we be 
able co take the further step of measuring or weighing anything? So, on 
the subject of logic, unless we have thoroughly learnt and mastered the 
criterion of other things, through which they are thoroughly known, 
shall we be able to gain thorough knowledge and mastery of anything 
else? 


fra $ - 


T Epictetus, Discourses 2.23.44—6 


What prevents someone speaking like Demosthenes and being unhappy? 
And what prevents someone analysing syllogisms like Chrysippus and 
being miserable? ... When I say these things to some people, they think I 
am disparaging the study of rhetoric or theorems. It is not this that I 
disparage, but the ceaseless concern with those things and resting one’s 
hopes on them. 


O The ‘logical parc’ of Stoic philosophy (see 26) covers a much wider spectrum of 
subjects than this term would embrace today. Logic in its moder sense is 
included among the topics of ‘dialectic’ (A 7), but dialectic is only one, though 
the most important, of the divisions of the logical part. Another is rhetoric (A 1), 
and some Stoics treated ‘yardsticks and criteria’ and ‘definitions’ as two further 
divisions of the part (A 1-3). Historically, however, there is nothing strange 
about the Stoics’ procedure. In their usage logic is the study of everything to do 
with rational discourse (logos, cf. C1); and this includes the phonetic and 
semantic aspects of language, phraseology and stylistics, analysis of sentences and 
arguments, and also epistemology (‘yardsticks and criteria’), since thought and 
judgement are modes of rational discourse (internal speech, cf. 53T-U). If so 
systematic a conception of the logical part was not a feature of the earliest 
Stoicism (cf. 26B 4 for Cleanthes’ treatment of rhetoric and dialectic as distinct 
*parts’), it can surely be credited to Chrysippus, the Stoa's principal logician; 
thereafter it became canonical. 

Given their insistence on the rationality of mature, in general and particularly 
for man, with the divine logos immanent everywhere, the Stoics were disposed 
to treat logic as an integral part of their philosophy (26E), and not as a mere 
‘instrument’ (the Peripatetic conception) or something with the limited scope of 
Epicurean ‘Canonic’ (see 17; 19). But their conception of the subject, and its 
development within the school, need to be related to the interests and methods 
of other philosophers in the early Hellenistic period. 

One example is their handling of rhetonc. The philosophical status of this 
subject had been debated by Plato and Isocrates in the first half of the fourth 
century. Against Isocrates, and earlier Sophists, Plato had utterly rejected 
persuasion, based upon what is ‘likely’ or ‘plausible’, as a proper aim of 
philosophy. In his Phaedrus, however, he allows ‘Socrates’ to defend persuasive 
discourse, provided it is carried out by a *dialectician’ who ‘knows’ the truth 
abour his subject-matter and how to relate it to the kind of audience he faces. The 
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Stoics seem to opt for a similarly restricted foundation for rhetoric. In Zeno's 
simile (E) rhetoric differs from dialectic in style and delivery; but both forms of 
discourse are ‘sciences of speaking well’ (A4, D). As ‘sciences’, moreover 
(contrast Aristotle, Rhetoric 1.1), they require the infallible and morally excellent 
wise man as their practitioner. A contrast with Aristotle's Rhetoric will show the 
Stoics’ lack of concer with ‘discovering the possible means of persuasion on 
every subject’ (Rhetoric 1.2}. The same impression is conveyed by Chrysippus’ 
insistence on a ‘frank and unaffected order’, and by his disregard of stylistic 


- refinement (H). (Later Stoics; especially Diogenes of Babylon, may have been 


more innovative in this area.) However, Cicero's complaint (F) about the Stoic 
neglect of ‘invention’ (i.e. techniques of rhetorical argument) is exaggerated; 
much of the material of his own book On invention draws on the kind of 
arguments and fallacies Chrysippus loved to explore. Cicero seems to be 
operating with an un-Stoic distinction between dialectic and invention. 


Still, it is in the sphere of dialectic, not rhetoric, that the Stoics made their 
distinctive contribution. (Note the conservatism of their divisions of rhetoric, 
A6). In Zeno’s lifenme dialectic connoted at least four distinct, if overlapping, 
methods of argument. First, in its Platonic guise, it signified the testing of 
hypotheses and the quest for ultimate principles or true definitions, which are 
the essential procedures of every metaphysician. Secondly, as used by Arisrotie, 
dialectic is the method of developing a convincing case, for or against a thesis (or 
commonly held ‘opinion’), by logically valid reasoning; the conclusion of a 
dialectical argument does notcountas a ‘demonstrative’ proof, but the procedure 
aids the sciences by scrutinizing theories, though it can also be used to furnish 
arguments on any subject, regardless of their truth. Thirdly, ‘Dialectical’ was the 
name given to the school associated with Diodorus Cronus (see Index 
of philosophers), which specialized in posing logical problems and fallacies. 
The work of such people was sometimes branded ‘eristic’ — contentious or mere 
logic-chopping - bur it had decisive influence on Stoic dialectic. Fourthly, the 
sceptical Academy of Arcesilaus justified ‘suspension of judgement about 
everything’ by its profession to be able to answer every claim to knowledge or 
belief with argument of equal weight on the opposite side. 

Common to all of these practices is the nonon that arguments are questions 
put to an interlocutor and that their premises require his positive answer if they 
are to proceed (see commentary on 36). Hence all users of dialectic, whatever 
their particular aims and methods, could agsce that it is argument by question 
and answer (cf. A 5, B 8, R 2). Beyond this, che Stoics can be seen ro take account 
of all four conceptions of the procedure distinguished above. 

That holds good for Chrysippus and his successors, but what of Zeno and his 
associates? Zeno's attachment to ‘the elements of reason’ (J) can be granted, and 
he invented some intriguing, if implausible, theological syllogisms (54D, F, G); 
but to later ages Stoic dialectic was virtually synonymous with Chrysippus’ 
name (1, Q). On the evidence of L and M, Zeno was genuinely interested in 
dialectic in our third sense. He himself studied with the Dialectitians Diodorus 
and Philo, and recognized the need for his followers to ‘solve sophisms’ (L 5). 
Given K however, this looks like a defensive posture (cf. O on Cleanthes); and 
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his idiosyncratic contemporary, Aristo, insisted on the ethical irrelevance of 
‘dialectical arguments’ (N). Nothing suggests that these early Stoics credited 
dialectic with the constructive functions of our first sense of the term (Plato) or 
even the second (Aristotle). (For logic as in essence defensive, note the 
comparisons with eggshell and wail, 26B 3.) 

Tt was Chrysippus, we suggest, who propagated the definition of dialectic as 
"the science of what is true and false and neither’ (A 5, cf. D), presenting it as the 
expertise which specializes in distinguishing true from false impressions (cf. B 7, 
G; 37H; 401 2}, and thus fully integrating it with epistemology. This fits its 
canonical contents (A 7-8), and the claims made for the heuristic and moral 
importance of the subject (B, C). Thus, dialectic, in its concern with truth, 
knowledge, definitions etc. assumes a significance in Stoicism which is fully 
comparable to the Platonic conception. At the same time, by furnishing analysis 
and techniques of argument, it retains the original concern with logical puzzles 
and training against opponents, and also provides its expert with che ability to 
practise dialectic in the Aristotelian sense — arguing for and against a given thesis 
(cf. Chrysippus in O and P). In P, furthermore, we see Chrysippus’ familiarity 
with and concern to distinguish himself from the dialectical methods of the 
sceptical Academy (our fourth sense). He will use ‘argument on the opposite 
side’, as an educational device, and not to induce suspension of judgement. 


Officially, we may take it that Chrysippus regarded all dialectic as integral to the 
whole of Stoicism. In practice his enormous output in technical logic (cf. 37B) 
must have seemed dubiously relevant to Stoicism as a way of life. Hence 
Epictetus defends the necessity of logic as an instrument of judgement (5), while 
warning against confusing logical expertise with che foundation of happiness 


32 Definition and division + 
A Diogenes Laertius 8.48 


Favorinus says that Pythagoras used definitions throughout his math- 
ematical material, and that they were used more widely by Socrates and 


his associates, and later by Aristotle and the Stoics. u uo BL 


\ 
B Scholia on Dionysius Thrax, 107,57 (SVF 2.226, part) |£6U "| 


(1) Chrysippus says that a definition is a representation of a peculiar 
characteristic, i.e. that which expounds the peculiar characteristic. (2) 
Antipater the Stoic says: ‘A definition is a statement expressed with 
necessary force’, i.e. with reciprocal force. For the definition is meant to 
be reciprocal. 





C Diogenes Laertius 7.60-2 
(1) A definition is, as Antipater says in On definitions book 1, ‘a statement 
of analysis matchingly expressed’, (2) or, as Chrysippus says in his On 
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definitions, a representation of a peculiar characteristic. (3} An outline 
account is a statement introducing us to things by means of a sketch, or 
which conveys the force of the definition more simply than a definition 
does. (4) [= 30C] (5) A division is the dissection of a genus into the 
proximate species: for example, ‘Of animals, some are rational, some are 
non-rational.’ (6) Contradivision is a dissection of a genus into a species in 
relation to its opposite, such as by negation: for example, ‘Of existing 
things, some are good, some are nat good.’ (7} Subdivision is a division 
following a division: for example ‘Of existing things, some are good, 
some are not good, and of the not good, some are bad, some indifferent." 
(8) Partition is a classification of a genus into topics, as Crinis puts it: for 
example, ‘Of goods, some belong to the soul, some to the body.’ 
{continued at 37P} 


D Galen, Medical definitions 19.348,17-349.4 


Some [i.e. the Stoics] have given these definitions: ‘A definition is a 
statement of analysis matchingly expressed’, or ‘A definition is that 
which by a brief reminder brings us to a conception of the things 
underlying words.” «> * ce 


E Alexander, On Aristotle's Topics 42,27-43,2 (SVF 2.228, part) 


Those [i.e. the Stoics| who say that a definition is a statement of analysis 
matchingly expressed (meaning by ‘analysis’ the filling out of the 
definiendum, and in succinct fashion, and by ‘matchingly’ that it is 
neither broader nor narrower) would say that the definition is no 
different from the representation of the peculiar characteristic. 


F Augustine, City of God 3.7 (SVF 2.106, part) 


[The Stoics say that from the senses] the mind forms conceptions — 
ennoiat, as they call them — of those things, that is, which they articulate 
by definition. The entire method of learning and teaching, they say, 
stems and spreads from here. 


G Galen, Against Lycus 3.7 (SVF 2.230, part) 


For it is in the recognition of the differentiae of each existing thing that 
the branches of expertise consist. The fullest account of this is Plato's, at 
the very beginning of the Philebus. But his view was maintained by 
Aristotle, Theophrastus and Chrysippus. 


H Cicero, Tusculan disputations 4.53 


(t) Are we then to say that madness is useful? Study the definitions of 
courage and you will understand that it has no need of bad temper. (2) 
Courage is ‘a tenor of the soul obedient to the supreme law in matters 
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requiring endurance’. (3) Or ‘the maintenance of stable judgement in 
undergoing and warding off those things which seem fearsome’. (4) Or 
‘scientific knowledge of things fearsome, the opposite of fearsome, or to 
be completely ignored, maintaining stable judgement of those things’. 
(5) Or, in Chrysippus’ briefer formulation (for the preceding definitions 
were by Sphaerus, whom the Stoics rate as their best framer of 
definitions: the definitions are all pretty much alike, but some are more 
successful than others at conveying our common conceptions) — (6) how, 
then, does Chrysippus define it? ‘Courage,’ he says, ‘is scientific 
knowledge of matters requiring persistence.’ (7) Or ‘a tenor of the soul 
fearlessly obedient to the supreme law in enduring and persisang’. (8) 
However much we may attack this school, as Carneades used to, I’m 
afraid that they may be the only real philosophers. For which of those 
definitions does not uncover the tangled conception of courage which 
lies buried within us all? And once this has been uncovered, who would 
require anything more for the warrior, the general, or the orator, and not 
think them capable of performing any courageous act without rage? 


I Diogenes Laertius 7.199-200 


[From the list of Chrysippus’ works] (1) Ethical theory concerning the 
articulation of ethical conceptions, Group 1: (2) Outline account of reason to 
Theoporus, in one book; Ethical theses, in one book; Convincing premises 
for doctrines, to Philomathes, in three books; Definitions of what belongs to 
the superior man, to Metrodorus, in two books; Definitions of what belongs 
to the inferior man, to Metrodorus, in two books, Definitions of the 
intermediates, to Metrodorus, in two books; Definitions addressed to 
Metrodorus, according to genus, in seven books; Definitions of things relating 
to the other branches of expertise, to Metrodorus, in two books. (3) Group 2: 
On similars, to Aristocles, in three books; On definitions, to Metrodorus, in 
seven books. (4) Group 3: On incorrect objections to definitions, to 
Leodamas, in seven books; Convincing material for definitions, to 
Dioscurides, in two books; On species and genera, to Gorgippides, in two 
books; On divisions, in one book; On opposites, to Dionysius, in two 
books; Convincing material against divisions and genera and species, and 
concerning opposites, in one book. (5) Group 4: On etymological matters, to 
Diocles, in seven books; Etymological matters, to Diocles, in four books. 


J Origen, Against Celsus 1.24 (SVF 2.146) 


The foregoing matter is beset by the profound and mysterious issue of 
the nature of names. Are names, as Aristotle [De interpretatione 1) holds, 
the product of convention? Or, as the Stoics believe, of nature, the 
primary sounds being imitations of the things of which the names are 
said? This is the basis on which they introduce some elements of 
etymology. 
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O Definition and division are methods fundamental to Stoic dialectic, and are 
especially in evidence in ethical texts: cf. also che list of lost ethical works in I. 
First, a topic is marked out by ‘partition’ (C 8) of the generic subject matter into 
sub-headings. For example (31A; for further instances, cf. 43B; 56), one arrives 
ar the topic of impressions by partitioning logic into rhetoric and dialectic, the 
latter into the topic of significations and that of utterance, and the topic of 
significations into several further sectors, one of which is ‘impressions’. 
Importantly, impressions are not themselves a sub-species of significations in 
Stoic theory, but are classified here because of their direct relevance to the various 
species of significations (31A 6). 

Thus partition is significantly different from the next stage, division 
(although there are inevitably some borderline cases, e.g. 26B 1-2). This latter is 
the analysis of a genus into its constituent species (for the terminology see 30C), 
and of these into subspecies. Sometimes each branch of the division is subjected 
to subdivision, the eventual objective being a complete classification of the 
original genus. The Stoic ethical division of existing things in terms of goodness 
exemplifies this: see C 7 and 30I for two versions of the initial division, and 60J— 
M for lower lines. Sometimes, though, the object of the division is the precise 
demarcation of just one subspecies, and in such cases it is normal at each level to 
select just the onc appropriate species for subdivision. This is exemplified by the 
series of divisions designed to mark off the ‘cognitive’ impression from other 
impressions. There are various available bases for the division of the genus of 
impressions (cf. 39A 4-7), but the one relevant to the cognitive impression 
works through ‘convincing’ etc., then ‘true’ etc., to a last line consisting of 
‘cognitive’ and ‘incognitive’ (39G: 40E). In these one-sided divisions, a 
neglected spectes may even be left with no specific name and have to make do 
with che genus name: cf. 36A 5-6; 39E 3; 60J with commentary. 

This method of analysis by division is a legacy of Plato, developed in various 
ways by his pupils, notably Aristotle (cf. G}. It originated both as a general 
technique of scientific and conceptual analysis, and, more precisely, as the proper 
method of establishing a definition, the definition being composed of the genus 
plus the differentiac used to mark off the definicndum from the other species. 
The Stoics may remain formally committed to the same definitional use of 
division. Thus for example their specimen definition, ‘Man is a rational mortal 
animal’ (301), reflects the twin divisions of the genus animal into rational and 
irrational and into immortal and mortal. But in practice division seems to be 
used in Stoic texts almost exclusively as a method of conceptual or scientific 
analysis (e.g. 27; 33F 3; 36A; 59E, M; 65E-F), and their ubiquitous definitions 
de not usually look like the end-products of divisions. (The only apparent case of 
definition by division in our excerpts is at 36B, a text whose Stoic provenance is 
not beyond dispute.) Indeed, ın the case of the cognitive impression (39G; 40E), 
it is first elaborately demarcated by a series of divisions. but then defined ina way 
which reflects those divisions loosely or not at all. For further examples of 
definitions, cf. H; 26A, G; 31A 4-5, B 2-6, D, H: 33G. M: 34A; 35A. C; 42A 
{where Chrysippus corrects a definition by Cleanthes); 50E; 51A, B, E; 55A; 
59B 1; 60G 1; 61H; 63A 2; 65D. 

It must however be admitted that one or two apparent instances of definition 
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which seem not to be the produces of division could in fact be not definitions in 
the strict sense at all, bur ‘outline accounts’. ‘Outline account’ (upographe) is an 
Aristotelian notion inherited by both Stoics (C 3; 26H) and Epicureans (19 
commentary). It is a formula used for the preliminary marking off of a 
definiendum, prior ro the construction of a true definition. It clarifies what it is 
that is under discussion, but may not yet reveal that thing’s nature. 

This contrasts with a genuine definition (C 2), which presents the (or ‘a’) 
‘peculiar characteristic’ of a species. One critic of the Stoics, Alexander (in the 
sequel to E), argued that a peculiar characteristic might itself tum out to be 
something quite inessential to the nature of the definiendum, e.g. that man 
might on the Stoic view be defined as ‘animal with a sense ofhumour’. But there 
seems no doubt (cf. 31D; 58A 5; 63D, M) that ‘peculiar characteristic’ (idion) is 
an expression intended by the Stoics to apply only to features which are not just 
unique but also essential. Alexander is perhaps unduly influenced by the more 
flexible Aristotelian use of the term. 

The charge may look more telling when levelled against Antipater’s 
alternative definition in C 1, ‘A definition is a statement of analysis matchingly 
expressed’, since ‘matchingly’, as E helpfully explains, means merely that the 
definition must come out co-extensive with the definiendum. But we may guess 
that ‘analysis’, glossed in E as the ‘filling out’ of the definiendum (i.e. of its 
conception?) does much of the work, and is to be understood as articulation of ies 
essential properties. 

B 2 may appear to saddle Antipater with a second definition of definition, ‘a 
statement expressed with necessary force, i.e. with reciprocal force’. But it is 
probably intended rather as an extra requirement for any account of definition, 
namely that a definition should be treated not as a predication but as an identity 
statement. The distinction between identity and predication is not a very sharp 
or familiar one in Greek philosophy, and Antipater is perhaps thinking of 
identifications simply as reciprocal, i.e. two-way, predications. Here we must 
recall from 300 Chrysippus’ logical diagnosis of definitions as standing for 
conditionals with indefinite subject terms: c.g. ‘If something is a man, chat thing 
is a rational mortal animal.’ Thus expressed, the conditional does indeed 
misleadingly represent the definition as an ordinary predication. To convey the 
identity relation, Chrysippus really needed a biconditional formulation, ‘If 
something is x it is y, and ifsomething is y it is x’ (or ‘Ifand only if something is x 
itis y`). It is perhaps this that Antipater is trying to tell him. Bur it is unclear why 
he takes this co be equivalent to ‘expressed with necessary force’, which one 
might otherwise have interpreted as asserting that definitions express not 
contingent but analytic truths. 

Epistemologically speaking, a definition is regarded as the linguistic 
articulation of a generic ‘conception’ (ennoia): cf. D, F, H 8, I 1; 31A 3; 40G 2; 
60G r. Since conceptions are the very stuff of rationality (39E 3-4), and, when 
naturally embedded in us, a primary criterion of truth (40), it is clear why 
definition is regarded as a philosophically fundamental matter. 

One recurrent feature of Stoic methodology, which brings them closer to 
Aristotle's than to Plato's practice, is the careful distinction between several 
senses of 2 word: see e.g. 28N; 41H; 44F: 47A 6-9: 58B, D 2-3; 67L. This can be 
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connected with their un-Platomiç sensigivit as a source of fallacy: 


37B 2, N-S. 





oe nen foe, 5 b 


One final topic on which the Stoics do self-consciously ally themselves to Plato is 
that of etymology. In his Cratylus, Plato examines a theory of ‘correctness of 
names’, to the effect that the names of things are coded descriptions from which 
their true nature can be extracted by the alleged science of etymology (literally, 
‘the true account’). His conclusion is that names are indeed to some extent 
descriptions, but _to9 inaccurate to provide a route to knowledge, which 
implicidy musr come rather from dialectical study of the essences of things 
themselves. This seems to be exactly the position adopted by the Stoics, 
especially ar 31C 2-3. On che one hand they do, like Plata, indulge themselves 
with the occasional excursion into ecymelogy (cE J34]; 54A; 59C; 63B 1 with 
commentary; and see the titles in I5). On che other hand, they deny chat 
etymological technique is part of real dialectic (31C). 

Ír is sometimes claimed that the Stoics were major exponents of etymology, 
and took ir to fantastic lengths. This seems exaggerated. Their uses of it are 
scarcely more frequent or more far-fetched than those of most other Greek 
intellectuals, philosophers included. 

















For Epicurus’ strongly contrasting views on these same topics, cf. 19, and for 
Pyrrhonist doubts, sce Sextus Empiricus, Outlines of Pyrrhonism 2.205-27. For 
the metaphysical question, what are the entities which dialecticians define and 
divide, see 30. 


33 Sayables (lekta) te 
A Diogenes Laertius 7.57 (SVF 3 Diogenes 20, part) 


Utterance and speech are different, because vocal sound is also an 
utterance but only aruculated sound is speech. And speech is different 
from language, because language is always significant, but speech can 
lack significance, e.g. blituri. whereas language is not so at all. 
Furthermore, saying is different from voicing. For utterances are voiced 
but it is stares of affairs which are said — they, after all, are actually 
sayables. 


B Sextus Empiricus, Against the professors 8.11-12 (SVF 2.166, part) 


(1) There was another disagreement among philosophers [concerning 
what is true}: some took the sphere of what is true and false to be ‘the 
signification’, others ‘utterance’, and others ‘the process that constitutes 
thought’. (2) The Stoics defended the first opinion, saying thar three 
things are linked together, ‘the signification’, ‘the signifier’, and ‘the 
name-bearer The signifier is an utterance, for instance ‘Dion’ the 
signification is the actual state of affairs revealed by an utterarice, and 
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which we apprehend as it subsists in accordance with our thought,’ 
whereas it is not understood by those whose language is different 
although they hear the utterance; the name-bearer is the external object, 
for instance, Dion himself. (3) Of these, two are bodies — the utterance 
and the name-bearer, but one is incorporeal — the state of affairs signified 
d sayable, which is crue or false. \ Te Opa ohor a Ayan 
ATTN 

C Sextus Empiricus, Against the professors 8.70 (SVF 2.187, part) 
They [the Stoics] say that a ‘sayable’ is what subsists in accordance with a 


rational impression, and a rational impression is one in which the content 
of the impression can be exhibited in language. 





D Diogenes Laertius 7.49 (SVF 2.52, part. = 39A 2) 


For the impression arises first, and then thought, which has the power of 


talking, expresses in language what it experiences by the agency of the 
impression. . re 


+ 


E Seneca, Letters 117.13 H 


(1) There are [the Stoic says} bodily substances: for instance, this is a man, 
and this a horse. These are accompanied by movements of thought 
which can make enunciations about bodies. (2) These movements havea 
Property peculiar to themselves, which is separate from bodies. For 
example. I see Cato walking: sense-perception has revealed this, and my 
mind has believed it. What I see is a body, and it is to a body that I have 
directed my eyes and my mind. Then I say, 'Cato is walking.’ What I 
now utter (he says) is nota body, but a certain enunciation about a body, 
which some call a proposition, others a thing enunciated, and others a 
thing said. (3) So when we say ‘wisdom’, we understand something 
corporeal; when we say, ‘He is wise’, we are speaking about a body. 


There's a very great difference between naming it and speaking about it. 


F Diogenes Laertius 7.63 


(1) The topic which deals with states of affairs and significations includes 
that of sayables, both those that are complete and propositions and 
syllogisms, and those which are incomplete, and active and passive 
predicates. (2) They say that a sayable is what subsists in accordance with 
a rational impression. (3) Sayables, the Stoics say, are divided into 
complete and incomplete, the latter being ones whose linguistic 
expression is unfinished, e.g. [Someone] writes’, for we ask, ‘Who?’ In 


writes.’ So incomplete sayables include predicates, whereas ones that are 
complete include propositions, syllogisms, questions and enquiries. 


T 
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G Diogenes Laertiùs 7.64 (SVF 2.183, part) 


A predicate is what is asserted of something, or a state of affairs attachable 
to something or some things, as Apollodorus says, or an incomplete 
sayable attachable to a nominative case for generating a proposition. 


H Diogenes Laertius 7.55—6 


An animal’s utterance is air that has been struck by an impulse, but that of 
a man is articulated and issues from thoughr, as Diogenes [of Babylon] 
says, and is perfected at the age of fourteen. Also, according to the Stoics, 
utterance is a body. . . for everything that acts is a body; and utterance 
acts when it travels from those who utter it to those who hear it. 


I Stobaeus 2.88,2-6 (SVF 3.171) 


{1) They [the Stoics] say that all impulses are acts of assent, and the 
practical impulses also contain motive power. (2) But acts of assent and 
impulses actually differ in their objects: propositions are the objects of 
acts of assent, but impulses are directed toward predicates, which are 
contained in a sense in che propositions. 


J Stobaeus 2.97,15-98,6 (SVF 3.91) 


(1) They [the Stoics] say that the difference between choiceworthy and 
what-should-be-chosen also applies to desirable and what-should-be- 
desired and wishworthy and what-should-be-wished, and acceptable 
and what-should-be-accepted. For goods are choiceworthy and 
wishworthy and desirable <and acceptable. But benetactions are what- 
should-be-chosen and what-should-be-wished and what-should-be- 
desired> and what-should-be-accepted since they are predicates and 
correlates of goods. (2) For we choose what-should-be-chosen and wish 
what-should-be-wished and desire what-should-be-desired. 






(3) Yet we 
choose and wish and likewise desire to have goods, and so goods are 
choiceworthy and wishworthy and desirable. For we choose to have 


prudence and moderation, but not of course [to have] acting prudently 
and acting moderately, 


K Ammonius, On Aristotle’s De interpretatione 43,9-15 





The Stoics reply that the nominative case itself has fallen from the 
thought which is in the soul. For when we wish to exhibit the thought of 
Socrates which we have within ourselves, we utter the name Socrates 
[i.e. Socrates in the nominative case]. Just as a pen is said both to have 
fallen and to have its fall upright if it is released from above and sticks 
upnght, so we claim that the nominative case [literally ‘the direct case’] 
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falls from the thought, but is dpright because it is the archetype of 
linguistic utterance. 


L Scholia on Dionysius Thrax, 230,24-8 


If the nominative is upright, why is it a case? Because it has fallen from 
what is incorporeal and generic into what is specific, But it is upright, 
because it has not yet been altered into an oblique [case], or because it is 
the foundation of what the Stoics call upright, that is active, verbs, e.g. 
‘Socrates strikes’. 


M Diogenes Laertius 7.58 (SVF 3 Diogenes 22, part) 


According to Diogenes [of Babylon] an appellative is a part of language 
which signifies a common quality, e.g. ‘man’, ‘horse’; a name is a part of 
language which indicates a peculiar quality, e.g. ‘Diogenes’, ‘Socrates’; a 
verb is a part of language which, according to Diogenes, signifies a non- 
compound predicate, or, as some say, a case-less constituent of a sentence 
which signifies something attachable to something or some things, e.g. ‘I 
write’, ‘I speak’. b rs 


aN Ammonius, On Aristotle's De interpretatione 17,24—8 


Here Aristotle tells us what it is that they [nouns and verbs] primarily and 
immediately signify: his answer is ‘thoughts’, but through these as 


intermediates ‘things’, and it is noc necessary to conceive of anything else 
additional to them, 


© Clement, Miscellanies 8.9.26.5 

Case is agreed to be incorporeal; and hence the famous sophism is solved 
as follows: ‘What you say passes through your mouth.’ This is true. ‘But 
you say: A house. Therefore a house passes through your mouth.’ This is 
false. For what we say is not the house, which is a body, but the case, 
which is incorporeal and which house bears. 


iE Sextus Empiricus, Outlines of Pyrrhonism 2.81-3 


(1) True is said [by the Stoics] to differ from truth in three ways, 
substance, structure, and function. (2) In substance, since what is true is 
incorporeal, for it is a proposition and sayable; but truth is a body, for it is 
scientific knowledge capable of stating everything true; and scientific 
knowledge is the commanding-faculty disposed in a certain way, Just as a 
fist is the hand disposed in a certain way; and the commanding-faculty isa 
body. (3) In structure, since what is true is something simple, e.g. ‘I am 
conversing’, but truth consists of the knowledge of many crue things. (4) 
In function, since truth pertains to scientific knowledge but what is true 
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does not do so at all. Hence they say that truth is only in a virtuous man, 
but what is true is also in an inferior man; for the inferior man can say 
something true. 


The foundation of Stoic logic is a theory about the constituents of language in its 
phonetic and semantic aspects. Considered as ‘utterances’, words and sentences 
are distinguished from vocal sounds and speech quite generally m being 
‘significant’ (A). However, significance or meaning is not reducible to the sound 
made when we utter words and sentences. Someone ignorant of English hears 
the same sound as an English speaker when ‘Socrates writes’ is uttered. Words 
and sentences are only meaningful ta those who understand the language (B 2). 
Also, the meaning of ‘Socrates writes’ is something different from the particular 
moving body which could be describable in this way. Irrespective of whether 
Socrates is writing, the sentence ‘Socrates writes’ has a meaning, which wiil be 
true in the one case and false in che other. 

Not ail significance speech, however, is true or false. The truths and falsehoods, 
or propositions {see 34), that we utter are only one, though the most important, 
species of what rhe Stoics called ‘sayables’ (ekta); these also include questions, 
oaths, imperatives etc. (Diogenes Laertius 7,667). Lekta are explained in various 
ways. Linguistically, they are the meanings of ‘finished’ sentences like Socrates 
writes’ (F 3), or of verbs withour a specified subject (and/or object. in the case of 
transitive verbs), e.g. ‘writes’ with no indication of who. The former type is 
called ‘complete’, the latter ‘incomplete’. Whar completes a sayable is its being 
attached to ‘a nominative case’ (G) (or a dative of the person, with impersonal 
verbs) and, m the usage of transitive verbs, the further addition of an oblique case 
(cf. q in vol. 2). ‘Case’ (prosis} picks out the syntactical relation of a noun to the 
other constitutents of a sentence. In the ‘compiete sayable’ this syntactical 
relation seems to have been regarded as a component of the sentence’s meaning. 

Before clarifying the obscuriries associated with ‘case’, the concept of 
‘sayable’ needs further analysis. Ontclogically, it is sharply distinguished from 
the ‘signifier’ (utterance) and the ‘name-bearer’ (the corporeal entity which the 
sayable is about) in being ‘incorporea! (B3, E. H). The distinction is most 
clearly expounded in E (cf. 55B). Cato, or wisdom, are bodies, instances of 
things which can be referred to by the subjects or objects of verbs ~ ‘name- 
bearers’ in B’s terminology. But the sayable expressed by ‘Cato is walking’ is nat 
itself a body, but something which can be said about a body. In a similar vein, the 
Stoics held that an effect one body brings about in another, e.g. ‘being cut’ 
caused by a scalpel to flesh, is not another body, bur an incorporeal ‘predicate’ 
which comes to be true of the persisting body, flesh (see 55B and commentary). 
Given the Stoics’ insistence that only bodies exist (see 27; 44-5), the incorporeal 
status of sayables and predicates has proved a difficult notion to accommodate. 
Why are they grouped together with place, void, and time (27D) whose 
icorporeality seems unproblematic? 

No explicit answers to this question have survived, but at least two reasons can 
be given to justify the Stoics’ thesis. First, as already observed, meaningful 
sentences can be false as well as true. If Cato is not walking, the false statement 
that he is walking cannot have a corporeal entity, the non-walking Cato, as its 
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meaning. Secondly, statements distinguish subjects and predicates. But, it may 
be argued, there is nothing in the physical world which corresponds to this 
distinction. In physical terms, Cato’s walking is the body Cato ‘disposed in a 
certain way’ (cf. 53L). There is only one body — the man Cato. In saying ‘is 
walking’ of Cato, we abstract a feature of that body, and that abstraction or 
incorporeal predication is the only way in which the unitary body Cato can be 
meaningfully described in a sentence. Thus sayables can be regarded as 
abstractions from bodies — things which are ‘body-less’ (the literal meaning of 
asomaton, the word for ‘incorporeal’); and this may be the point of saying that 
they are conceived ‘by transition’ (39D 7). 

Though not existent things, sayables ‘subsist’ within the class of ‘somethings’ 
(27A). What ‘subsistence’ means here has to be largely established from C 
(similarly F2). A person's thought or ‘rational impression’ (see 39A 6) is a 
particular psychological state of the ‘commanding-faculty’, which the Stoics 
regarded as corporeal. To say that ‘sayables subsist in accordance with a rational 
impression’ seems to be a way of making the point that the rationality of a 
thought (where thoughc means a particular psychological event) consists in its 
relationship (entertaining/assenting to etc.) to a sayable, which will normally be 
a proposition. This explains the insistence on the connexion between thought and 
language (C, D; cf. 31A 7 on the division of dialectic). IfI think of Cato walking, 
my commanding-faculty will be disposed in a certain way: that is my thought or 
rational impression. The proposition that Cato is walking is the logical or 
linguistic correlate of my thought, my thought as expressed in a sentence. Only I 
can have my thoughts, but ‘Cato is walking’ is something which could fit the 
impression in any person's mind. 

Taken on its own, a predicate is che main type of ‘incomplete sayable’ (F 3, G). 
It is, minimally, the signification of a verb. A ‘complete sayable’ is formed by 
attaching the predicate to a ‘case’ (G; q in vol. 2; 34K 5—6). Since ‘cases’ function 
as the subjects of predicates, and serve to make sayables complete, we might 
expect that they would be defined or explained as the significations of nouns; but 
the best evidence does not support this expectation. Nouns are said to signify 
‘qualities’ (M), and qualities of existing things are themselves bodies (E 3; 28L, 
M). A case is not this kind of quality, i.e. some characteristic of an external 
object’s matter, but the specific, inflected form of a noun, a noun in its proper 
syntactical relation to the verb of a sentence. In the standard examples (cf. G, L; 
34K 5—6) this is a nominative, serving as subject to the verb. 

That a complete sayable should have a (corporeal) word for subject, yet havea 
predicate which is the {incorporeal) signification of a verb, may occasion 
Surprise. But cases and predicates ever treated as equal or co-ordinate 
constituents of complete sayables. (Case oes not, for instance, appear to share 
the predicate’s status of ‘incomplete saVable’. Rather, the position is as follows. 
The class of ‘significations’ has predicates as its primary members: they are, for 
reasons outlined above, treated as abstracted, incorporeal entities. But predicates 
only play a part in logic when they are appropriately deployed by linguistic 
utterance (cf. F 3). They must have their subjects supplied, by nouns or pronouns 
in the appropriate case, and the simple propositions thus obtained must 
themselves be organized into more complex structures by the use of other parts 
Of speech, such as conjunctions (35A). Thus sayables are not merely, as has often 
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been observed, ‘isomorphic’ with language. They are parasitic on it, to the 
extent of being analysable largely into the words used to express chem. Indeed, 
the nouns, conjunctions etc.:are commonly treated as parts of the complete 
sayable. Yer although the complete sayable, like its incomplete counterpart, is 
itself an incorporeal ‘signification’ (B 3, E), it does not follow that every one of 
its constituent parts is, taken individually, an incorporeal signification. It would 
be hard to find any room in Stoic metaphysics (cf. 27) for incorporeal 
significations of nouns or conjunctions. 

It is attractive to guess that nouns, pronouns, conjunctions, etc., although 
themselves words, were thought to acquire as it were an incorporeal function 
when deployed in a proposition or other sayable. Unfortunately there is little 
evidence even for this. O, the only testimony on the point, does call a case 
incorporeal, and may reflect Stoic theory (cf. 37R), but if so it contains ar least 
one muddle, since the uttered case to which it refers undoubtedly is a body (see 
H). 

A word of warning must be added about ‘case’. Its most familiar modern 
meaning is the inflection of a noun or other substantival form, e.g. nominative, 
genitive. In its standard Stoic usage, however, it designates not the inflection 
itself but the inflected word. A ‘nominative case’ is a word inflected in the 
nominative. A consequence of this is that, when not specified as e.g. nominative, 
‘a case’ simply means ‘a word in some case’, or ‘a substantival form’ — a generic 
term for those grammatical items, such as nouns (O; 30A 3; 37Q 4), pronouns, 
and even noun-clauses (55C), which in Greek decline through the cases. When 
subjects are called ‘name-bearers’ (B), the Greek word chus translated 
(tanchanonta) strictly stands for ‘case-bearers’, indicating that they are the items 
standardly designated by nouns and pronouns. 

Aristotle had excluded the nominative from the ‘cases’ of nouns (De 
interpretatione 16432 ff.). In his usage all the cases are ‘oblique’, inflections of the 
nominative form. The Stoics extended the term ‘case’ (literally ‘falling’) to the 
nominative, and fanciful explanations were given to justify this terminology (K, 
L). Behind them probably lies the notion that predication is most fundamentally 
exemplified by attributing an activity to a subject, e.g. ‘Socrates writes’. 

As to Anstotle more generally, the Stoics can be interpreted as filling a gap in 
his most celebrated doctrine of meaning (N). Identify ‘meanings’ with thoughts 
simpliciter, and you leave it unclear how your and my distinct acts of thinking can 
be the same meaning. By distinguishing rational impressions from sayables while 
at the same time connecting them together through the concept of subsistence, 
the Stoics have shown that the meaning of a thought is something which is 
transferable, through language, across minds. I cannot pass on to you the 
physical modification of my mind, but I can tell you what I am thinking about. 


So far sayables look like items of a semantic theory which treats meaning as 
entirely dependent upon a person’s thoughts. Some qualifications to this picture 
must now be considered. As true propositions (see 34), one species of sayable is 
equivalent to facts, and the effects of causes are also sayables (55B). Neither facts 
nor effects can be plausibly understood as merely meanings, mind-dependent 
items. Properly articulated, sayables are our means of giving an objective 
account of the world. We can only apprehend chem by thinking about 
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something, and we can only express them by using language. But as facts or 
putative facts they are available to be thought and expressed whether anyone is 
thinking about them or not. This point would be met if ‘subsists in accordance 
with a rational impression’ can embrace the possibility as well as the actuality of 
such subsistence. Nor should ic be assumed, as one reading of C and D might 
imply, that rational impressions are nothing more than the thoughts of their 
corresponding lekta. The same proposition can be thought in a variety of ways 
by the same person or by different persons. The rational impression that my cat 
is hungry will be a different thought if T see the cat or hear the cat or reflect thar I 
failed to feed it this morning. What lekta correspond to will be the propositional 
content, not all the circumstances and individuality, of a rational impression. 

Since predicates are incorporeal, they are not ‘things’ we can ‘have’ (cf. 28M). 
The relationship of a predicate co a subject is parallel to but not reducible to 
something corporeal having something corporeal. This seems to be the point of 
J: it is perfectly proper to speak of choosing ‘te have’ something goad, where 
something good refers to a body. But we cannot say ‘I choose to have acting 
prudently’, since ‘acting prudently’ is net a thing which can be had; it is a 
predicate, not a possible possession. Prudence, on the other hand, is a possible 
possession but not a predicate. The having of prudence, a corporeal quality (cf. 
28), justifies the attribution of the predicate ‘is prudent’ co the person who has 
prudence (cf. 55A 3). Predicates are ‘correlates’ of things, another way, it seems, 
of describing their ‘subsistence’. Thus language can accurately mirror the world 
by expressing the corporeal properties of things in the incorporeal form of 
sayables. So too ‘impulses’ are reasonably said to have ‘predicates’ as their objects 
(1). Impulse is the efficient cause of action (sec 53A 4, P), the psychological state 
which is triggered off by our assenting to a proposition of the form, ‘Icis right for 
me to walk’. ‘To walk’ is not a body I can get hold of but a predicate which I 
make true of myself by walking. 

The incorporeal status of sayables extends to the particular truths or 
faischoods found in those which are of propositional form (P 2}, This seems an 
obvious point. But the Scaics did not conclude from this that ‘truth’ is simply the 
name for all particular truths. They used the noun ‘truth’ to refer not to the 
aggregate of truce propositions but to the wise or good man’s mental disposition, 
which is a body (P 2). Thus ‘truth’ ts assimilated to scientific knowledge (see 
41H), and its relationship to the statement of particular truths becomes purely 
contingent. A wise man, who has ‘truth’, can say something false, for good 
moral reasons, and an ignorant man can say something true (P 4). The chief 
interests of this distinction between ‘truth’ and ‘true’ are epistemological and 
ethical. Stoic logic is principally concemed with the conditions for stating 
particular truths, and nor with ‘the truth’ in the special sense outlined in P. 


34 Simple propositions 

A Diogenes Laertius 7.65 (SVF 2.193, part} 

A proposition is that which is true or false, or a complete state of affairs 

which, so far as itself is concerned, can be asserted, as Chrysippus says in 

his Dialectical definitions. 
a 
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B Sextus Empiricus, Against the professors 8.74 (SVF 2.187, part)? 


Given the considerable difference among sayables, the Stoics say that for 
something to be true or false, it must first of all be a sayable, secondly one 
which is complete, and not just any such sayable but a proposition; for, as 
I already said, it is only when we say a proposition that we speak truly or 
falsely. 


C Cicero, On fate 38 


How can that which is not true not be false? Or how can that which is not 
false not be true? We will hold fast to the position, defended by 
Chrysippus, that every proposition is either true or false. 


D Sextus Empiricus, Against the professors 8.85—6 


(1) They [the Stoics] say that a true proposition is that which is and is 
contradictory to something, and a falsehood is that which is not and is 
contradictory to something. (2) But when they are asked what ‘that 
which is’ is, they say that which activates a cognitive impression. (3) And 
then, when examined concerning the cognitive impression, they again 
retreat to ‘that which is’ (which is equally unknown), saying that a 
cognitive impression has its source in that which is, in conformity with 
the very thing that is. 

AE ATE EO 
E Diogenes Laertius 7.65 (SVF 2.193, part) 
Someone who says ‘It is day’ seems to propose that it is day. If, then, it is 
day, the proposition advanced comes out true, but if not, it comes out 
false. 


F Sextus Empiricus, Against the professors 8.103 


Besides this, when they [the dialecticians] say that the proposition ‘It is - 
day’ is at present true but ‘It is night’ false, and ‘Not: it is day’ is false but 
‘Not: it is night’ crue, one will wonder how a negative which is one and 
the same, by being joined to truths makes them false, and by being joined 
to falsehoods makes them true. 


G Sextus Empiricus, Against the professors 8.88—90 (SVF 2.214, part) 


(1) They [the Stoics} can certainly not establish ‘the contradictory’ for us; 
and so the true and the false will not be known, either. (2) For they say 
that contradictories are propositions one of which exceeds the other by a 
negative, for instance, ‘It is day’, ‘Not: it is day’. For the proposition 
“Not: it is day’ exceeds the proposition ‘It is day’ by the negative ‘not’, 
and for this reason the former is the contradictory of the latter. (3) But if 
this is the contradictory, the following will also be contradictories: ‘It is 
day <and it is light’ and ‘It is day> and not: it is light’, since the 
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proposition ‘<Itis day and> not: it is light‘ exceeds the proposition ‘It is 
day <and iris light> ’ by a negative. (4) Butin their opinion these are not 
contradictories; therefore contradictories are not [propositions] one of 
which exceeds the other by a negative. (5) “Yes’, they say, ‘but they are 
contradictories provided that the negative is prefixed before one of the 
two; for only in that case does it control the whole proposition. But in the 
proposition “It is day and not: itis ight”, the negative is only a part of the 
whole and its control does not extend to make the whole negative.’ 


H Sextus Empiricus, Against the professors 8.93-8 (SVF 2.205) 


(1) Virtually the first and chief difference among propositions, the 
dialecticians say, is that between simpie and non-simple. (2) Those are 
simple which are not constructed out of a single proposition stated twice, 
nor out of different propositions by means of one or more conjunctions, 
e.g. ‘Itis day’, ‘tis night’, ‘Socrates is talking’, and every proposition of 
similar form . . . (3) Ofthe simple propositions, some are definite, some 
indefinite, and others intermediate. (4) Those are definite which are 








expressed through demonstrative reference, e.g. ‘This one is walking’, deg 


“This one is sitting’. For I am demonstratively referring to one particular 
man. (5) Those are indefinite, they claim, in which some indefinite 
constituent is primary, e.g. ‘Someone is sitting’. ((6), Intermediate 
propositions are of the form, ‘A man is sitting’ or ‘Socrates is sicting’. (7) 
‘Someone is walking’ is indefinite, since it does not mark off any of the 
particuiar persons walking; for it can be expressed quite generally with 
reference to each of them. (8) But “This one is sitting’ is definite, since it 
marks off the person pointed out. (9) ‘Socrates is sitting’ is intermediate, 
since it is neither indefinite (for it does mark otf the specific) nor definite 
(for it is not expressed by demonstrative reference), but seems to be 


between them both, the indefinite and the definite. (10) They say that the 
indefinite, ‘Someone is walking’ or ‘Someone is sitting’, comes out true, 

















be true. For if no particular person is sitting, the indefinite, ‘Someone is 
sitting’, cannot be true. 
I Sextus Empiricus, Against the professors 8.100 (SVF 2.205, part) 


This definite proposition such as ‘this one is sitting’ or ‘this one is 
walking’ is said by them [the dialecticians] to be true whenever the 





predicate, such as ‘sitting’ or ‘walking’, belongs to the thing which falls 


under the demonstrative reference. 








J Galen, On Hippocrates’ and Plato’s doctrines 2.2.9-11 (SVF 2.895, part) 


(1) This is what Chrysippus wrote about the word ego (‘I’) in the first of 
his books On the soul, in a discussion of the commanding-faculty . . . (2) 
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“We say ego too in this way, pointing to ourselves at the place in which we 
declare thought to be, since the demonsgrative reference is conveyed 
there naturally and appropriately. (3) And even without such demon- 
strative sar aia by the hand, we incline i into ourselves when we say ego, 











demonstrative reference next descnbed. (4) For we utter the first syllable 
of ego by letting the lower lip move down into ourselves demonstra- 
tively; and the second syllable is connected accordingly with the chin’s 
movement and inclination towards the chest and this kind of demonstra- 
tive reference; and it indicates nothing distant, as happens i in the case of 


ekeinos [‘that one’].” 





. 


K Diogenes Laertius 7.6970 (SVF 2.204) š 
(1) The types of simple proposition are negative, negatively assertoric, 
privative, assertoric, demonstrative, and indefinite . . . (2) A negative 


pr oposition consists of a negative particle and a proposition, e.g. ‘Not: it 
is day’. One species of this is the double negative, which is the negation of 
a negative, e.g. ‘Not: not: it is day’. (3) A negatively assertori¢ 
proposition consists of a negative particle and a predicate, e.g. ‘No one is 
walking’. (4) A privative proposition consists of a privative particle anda 
potential proposition, e.g. ‘This man is unkind’. (5) An assertoric 
proposition consists of a nominative case and a predicate, e.g. ‘Dion 1s 
walking’. (6) A demonstrative proposition consists of a nominative 
demonstrative case and a predicate, e.g. “This one is walking’. (7) An 
indefinite proposition consists of one or more indefinite particles and a 
predicate, e.g. ‘Someone is walking’, ‘That one is moving’. Ts 


i (Bs was evident in 33, the basic material of Stoic logic is the ‘complete sayable’ of 


the type they called axioma. Various Latin (cf. 33E 2) and English translations of 
this term are possible, but ‘proposition’ is much the least misleading. Stoic 
axiomata resemble propositions, as this term is most commonly used, in being (as 
sayables) the intentional object of certain mental acts and in being what 
expressions of the form ‘S is P’ mean. True propositions are standardly identified 
with facts, as is the case with true axiomata, and both are abstract entities. But it 
needs to be recognized that axiomata are not entirely independent, as 
Propositions normally are nowadays, of the speaker’s act in expressing them. An 
axioma is a proposition as asserted at a | particular time and piace. Instead of being 
regarded as timelessly true or false, some axiomata can change their truth valuc 
(see 37A 9, J, K) without ceasing to be the same axioma. This is apparent in F: ‘It 
is day” is at present true. The Stoics! are not saying chat the fact ofits being day ‘at 
time t' can change. They treat the axioma which says that it is day as capable of 
changing i its truth value (cf. E}, because the axioma can be expressed when it is no 





!' F like some of Sextus’ other evidence (H. I) refers to the ‘dialecticians’. Ir is uncertain whether 
he intends this to designate the Stoics or the Dialectical school of Diodorus. But, f the latter, it still 


Pr good evidence for the Stoics, whose logic grew directly out of thar of the Dialectical 
school 
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longer day. Stoic axiomata, in other words, have tenses and include token 
reflexive elements (‘this’, ‘I’, etc.) which a modern logician would characterisui- 
cally regard as features of the linguistic act rather than features of the proposition 
itself, But with this proviso, no serious confusion need arise in attributing to the 
Stoics a doctrine of propositions. 

The property of being true or false is what differentiates propositions from 
other types of complete sayable (A, B}. Unlike Epicurus (20H-1) and Aristotle 
(as normally understood in De interpretatione 9), the Stoics strenuously defended 
the principle of bivalence (C; cf. 38G), taking it to apply in just the same way to 
all propositions, whether they refer to the past, present or future. (See 38G and 
commentary.) 

A true proposition corresponds to the actual state of the item(s) in the world, _ 
to which it refers (E). Unmistakably correct evidence about existing things is 





[a 


Ld 
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conveyed co us through ‘cognitive impressions’, and a proposition which 
describes that evidence will be crue (see 40). The Stoics expressed this 
correspondence theory of truth by using the same verb, (huparchei | ouch 
huparche!) translated by ‘is’ and ‘is not’ in D, to differentiate true and false 
propositions, and existing and non-existing things. Far from involving circular 
reasoning, as Sextus Empiricus maintains in D, ‘that which is’ should be 
interpreted as indicating the necessary correspondence between a true proposi- 


tion and the actual thing it describes. Both of these ‘are’, but how they ‘are’ is 
determined by the ontological difference between incorporeal propositions and 


actual things: the ‘is’ of a true proposition does not indicate its existence but its © 


truth, its ‘being the case’; but in reference to the sources of cognitive impressions, 
‘is’ tells us that such a ching ‘exists’. 

Depending then on whether they are or are not (the case), propositions 
correspond or fail to correspond with existing features of the world. The 
definitions of true and false propositions (D), however, also include ‘being 
contradictory to something’, and being contradictory is not a feature of the 
world, but a purely formal characteristic of every proposition, indicated 
linguistically by the prefixing of a negative (G). Assertabilicy, then, as a 
characteristic of every proposition (A), means having a truth value; and this, in 
its turn, can be analysed as ‘saying something about the world’, and saying it in 
such a form that it could, so far as being a proposition is concerned, be negated. 

In order to be true or faise, a Stoic proposition requires a referring expression 
as its subject. The Stoics would probably have agreed with those modern 
logicians who deny truth value to the meanings of such sentences as “The present 
King of France is bald’, sentences which fail to pick out anything to be true or 
false about. A Stoic proposition whose subject fails to identify its referent is said 
‘to be destroyed’, which probably means that it ceases to satisfy the conditions 
which any complete sayable must meet, in order to be a proposition of any kind 
(38F): the Stoics assume that a dead person cannot be demonstratively indicated 
by the pronoun ‘this one’, where the pronoun is a substitute for, e.g., ‘man’; so if 
Dion is dead, ‘This one is dead’ is impossible as a proposition referring to 
Dion. The example implies that all propositions need to be formulated by 
means of subjects which meet the conditions of reference currently obtaining 
in the world. Once Dion is dead, his death can be referred to through the use 
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of his proper name, but not through the demonstrative pronoun, ‘this one’. 

The importance the Stoics attached to this point emerges in H, I and J. In the 
threefold classification of simple athrmative propositions (H), ‘This one is 
walking’, and ‘Someone is walking’, exemplify ‘definiteness’ and ‘indefinite- 
ness’ of reference respectively, with propositions whose subject is an appeliative 
or proper name treated as ‘intermediate’. What gives demonstrative reference its 
special status is its directness or immediacy, fancifully illustrated by the 
supposedly ‘inward’ pointing of the two syllables of ego, the first person singular 
pronoun (J). Thus, for the Scoics, demonstrative (and probably first and second 
person) pronouns function like Bertrand Russell’s ‘logically proper names’. We 
say ‘this one’, when we are directly aware of an object; the demonstrative 
pronoun is the linguistic equivalent of a gesture of pointing to a ‘definite’ object 
that is ‘here’, so to speak, for a proposition to refer to. Truth is a concept which 
straddles logic and epistemology; and the Stoics, one may suppose, like Russell, 
had epistemic reasons for laying such weight upon demonstrative reference: it is 
the most direct way of indicating, without describing, something a speaker 
knows or believes to exist. Russell took ordinary proper names which fail to 
refer to be disguised descriptions. Since any proper names could fail to refer, he 
took them to refer in a manner different from that in which ‘this’ or ‘that’ do. It is 
interesting that the Stoics too rejected proper names as subjects of ‘definite’ 
propositions (though, unlike Russell, they regarded ‘chat one’ as an ‘indefinite’ 
form of reference (J 4, K 7)). Appellatives and proper names signify ‘qualities’ 
common and peculiar respectively (33M; cf. 28G). The ‘Socraticity’ of Socrates 
marks off a specific individual (H 9), but not something necessarily present now, 
as does ‘this one’. 


K 5-7 correspond, apart from minor differences of terminology, to the three 
forms of simple proposition set out in H. But K 2-4 supplement H by classifying 
three forms of negative as further types of simple proposition. The chief interest 
of these is the recognition that introducing a negative or privative particle does 
not, by itself, make a proposition complex, though negation can also apply to 
complex propositions, as is clear from G. In contradictories, che negative particle 
has to govern the whole proposition (G §), and this is further exemplified in the 
‘negative’ and ‘double negative’ propositions of K 2. (A proposition of the form, 
pleasure is not a good’, was counted as affirmative, not negative: sce on G, vol. 
2.) 

Neither in H nor in K is it stated that every proposition can be analysed under 
one or more of these ‘simple’ forms; but allowing for possible obscurities and 
deficiencies in the surviving evidence, this was probably the Stoic theory. They 
regarded generalizing sentences of the form, ‘Man isa rational mortal animal’ as 
identical in meaning to sentences of the form, ‘Ifsomething is a man, that thing is 
a rational mortal animal’ (301). Thus propositions whose subject is ‘all...’ could 
be accommodated under ‘indefinite’ propositions and the same principle 
Probably holds good for propositions whose subject is ‘some... . '. Such material 
(cf. 301 commentary) strongly suggests that the classification of simple 
Propositions was intended to embrace every form of subject which could be 
attached to a predicate and produce a statement with a truth value. 
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As for their truth conditions, those of the ‘indefinite’ are explicitly made 
contingent upon those of the ‘definite’ (H 10), and what these are is explained in 
E: ‘This one is walking’ is true whenever walking belongs to {i.e. is instantiated 
by) the thing identified by ‘this one’. The priority for truth of the definite over 
the indefinite has to do with the speciftcity of the former, its reference to a 
particular individual. This, in turn, illustrates the basic importance the Stoics 
attached to particulars in their oncology and theory of knowledge. Sense-~ 
impressions, if they are cognitive, reveal to us exactly what is out there in the 
world (see 40); true propositions, when they are ‘definite’, are our means of 
stating exactly what is out there (cf. D). A further purpose for the doctrine 
concems argument validity: see 36B9 and commentary. 


gt. Lot. pord 16.43. 


35 Non-simple propositions 
A Diogenes Laertius 7.71-4 

(1) Ofnen-simple propositions, a condigonal is, as Chrysippus says in his 
Dialectical treatises and Diogenes [of Babylon] in his Dialectical handbook, 
one linked by the conditional connective ‘if’. This connective declares 
that the second follows from the first. For example, ‘Ifit is day, it is light.’ 
(2) A subconditional is, as Crinis says in his Dialectical handbook, a propo- 
sition joined subcondicionally by the connective ‘since’, with an ante- 
cedent proposition and a consequent proposition. For example, ‘Since it 
is day it is light.’ This connective declares both that the second follows 
from the first, and that the first is che case. (3) A conjunctive proposition is 
one which is conjoined by certain conjunctive connectives. For example, 
“Both itis day, and itis light.’ (4) A disjunctive proposition is one which is 
disjoined by the disjunctive connective ‘either’. For example, ‘Either it is 
day, or it is night.’ This connective declares that one or other of the 
propositions is false . . . (5) Further, propositions include ones 
contradictory to each other in terms of truth and falsehood, of which the 
one is the negation of the other. For example, ‘It is day’, and ‘Not: it is 
day.’ (6) Thus a true conditional is one the contradictory of whose 
consequent conflicts with its antecedent. For example, ‘If it is day, it is 
light.’ This is true, since ‘Not: it is light’, the contradictory of the 
consequent, conflicts with ‘It is day.’ A false conditional is one the 
contradictory of whose consequent does not conflict with its antecedent. 
For example, ‘If it is day, Dion is walking.’ For ‘Not: Dion is walking’ 
does not conflict with ‘It is day.’ (7) A true subconditional is one which 
has a true antecedent and a consequent which follows from it. For 
example, ‘Since it is day, the sun is above the earth.’ A false 
subconditional is one which has a false antecedent, or has a consequent 
which does not follow from the antecedent, such as ‘Since it is night, 
Dion is walking’ said in daytime. 
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B Sextus Empiricus, Outlines of Pyrrhonism 2.110-13 


(1) But passing over this problem too, we will find that the sound 
conditional cannot be grasped. (2) For Philo says that a sound conditional 
is the one which does not have a true antecedent and a false consequent. 
For example, when it is day and I am talking, ‘Ifitis day, Iam talking.’ (3) 
Diodorus, on the other hand, says it is the one which neither was nor is 
able to have a true antecedent and a false consequent. On his view the 
aforementioned conditional seems to be false, since when it is day but I 
have fallen silent it will have a true antecedent and a false consequent, but 
the following one is true: ‘If there are not partless elements of things, 
there are partless elements of things.’ For it will always have the false 
antecedent “There are not partless elements of things’ and the (in his 
view) true consequent ‘There are partless elements of things.’ (4) Those 
who introduce ‘cohesion’ say that a conditional is sound whenever the 
contradictory of its consequent conflicts with its antecedent. On their 
view the aforementioned conditionals will be unsound, but the 
following one true: ‘If it is day, it is day.” (5) But those who make 
‘entailment’ the criterion say that a true conditional is one whose 
consequent is potentially included in the antecedent. On their view ‘If it 
is day, it is day’, and every duplicated conditional proposition, will 
presumably be false. For it is impossible for something to be included in 
itself. (6) Well, to adjudicate on this disagreement will look likely to 
prove impossible. 


C Sextus Empiricus, Outlines of Pyrrhonism 2.104-6 


(1) For example, those who are thought to have made accurate 
distinctions about the sign, the Stoics, when they wish to establish the 
conception of the sign, say that a sign is a leading proposition in a sound 
conditional, revelatory of the consequent. (2) And the proposition, they 
say, is a complete sayable which, so far as it itself is concerned, can be 
asserted; (3) while a sound conditional is the one which does not have a 
true antecedent and a false consequent. For the conditional either has a 
true antecedent and a true consequent, e.g. ‘Ificis day, itis light’; or a false 
antecedent and a false consequent, e.g. ‘If the earth flies, the earth has 
wings’; ora true antecedent and a false consequent, e.g. ‘Ifthe earth exists, 
the earth flies’; or a false antecedent and a true consequent, e.g. ‘If the 
earth flies, the earth exists.” Of these, they say that only the one with a 
true antecedent and a false consequent is unsound, the others sound. (4) 
By ‘leading’ proposition they mean the antecedent in a conditional with 
true antecedent and true consequent. (5) It is ‘revelatory’ of the 
consequent, since in the conditional ‘If this woman has milk, this woman 
has conceived’, “This woman has milk’ seems to be indicative of ‘This 
woman has conceived.’ 
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DÐ Gellius 16.8.10—-11 


Likewise what the Greeks [meaning the Stoics] call sumpeplegmenon and_ 
we call a ‘conjunctive’ or ‘coupled’ proposition. It is of this form: 
‘Publius Scipio, son of Paulus, both was twice consul, and hada triumph, 
and was censor, and was colleague of Lucius Mummius in the 
censorship.’ But if in the whole conjunctive proposition there is one 
falsehood, even if the others are true, the whole is said to be false. 














E Gellius 16.8.12-14 (continuing D) 


(1) There is likewise another, which the Greeks cali Do axioma 
and we calla ‘disjunctive’ proposition. Itis of this form: ‘Either pleasure is 
bad, or it is good, or it is neither good nor bad.’ (2) But all the disjuncts 
must mutually conflict, and their contradictones (which the Greeks call 
antikeimena) must also be mutually opposed. (3) Of ail the disjuncts, one 
must be true, the others false. {4) But if either none of them is true, or al! 
or more than one of them are true, or the disjuncts do not conflict, or the 
contradictortes of the disjuncts are not mutually incompatible, then that 
is false as a disjunctive proposition and is called paradiezeugmenon — 
subdisjunctive. (5) An example is the following, in which the 
contradictories of the disjuncts are not mutually opposed: ‘Either you are 
running, or you are walking, or you are standing.’ For in themselves they 
are mutually opposed, but their contradictories do not conflict. For ‘not 
walk’, ‘not stand’, and ‘not run’ are not mutually incompatble, since it is 
those things which cannot be simultaneously true that are called 
incompatible. For you could simultaneously neither walk nor stand nor 
run. 


Of non-simple propositions, whose definitions and truth-conditions are listed in 
A, three types are of special logical importance as providing the leading premises 
of syllogisms (see 36). These are conditional, disjunctive and conjunctive 
propositions. 

Diodorus and Philo, che Stoics’ immediate forerunners in logic, had already 
established a controversy over the conditional: what is it for one proposition to 
‘follow’ from another? (See B, whose source, the Sceptic Sextus, aims to set the 
leading doctrinaire positions against each other.) Philo's answer is essentially 
equivalent to the ‘material implication’ of the modern propositional calculus. 
For him the sole determinants are the respective truth values of the antecedent 
and the consequent at the time of utterance, regardless of their relevance or 
irrelevance to each other: B 2. Diodorus’ modification, in B 3, apparently aims 
to convert the sound conditional into the kind of necessary truth which might 
ground scientific or dialectical inferences. Many Stoics, while sharing chis 
objective, surprisingly continued to invoke the Philonian criterion. in C, which 
exemplifies this tendency (cf. also 37K), both the context and the chosen 
examples show that they did nevertheless expect sound conditionals to exhibit 
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an un-Philonian connectedness between antecedent and consequent. Presum- 
ably, then, while accepting Philo’s analysis of the logical force of the connective 
“f°, they concentrated its use on cases where ‘If p, q (e.g. ‘If the earth flies, che 
earth has wings’) could be justified without prior knowledge of the respective 
truth-values of p and q — for example by appeal to an independent premise (e.g. 
‘It is impossible to fly without wings’). 

However, the eventual canonical Stoic criterion is ‘cohesion’: B 4. It probably 
had the approval of Chrysippus, and it features among the official rules at A 6. It 
obtains wherever the contradictory of the consequent ‘conflicts’ with the 
antecedent, and although no precise Stoic definition of ‘conflict survives, it is 
fairly clear from E and other evidence that a conceptual, rather than an 
empirical, incompatibility, is intended. Indeed, a Stoic account of ‘following’ 
slightly postdating Chrysippus (see 18F; 42G, H, J, with commentary) puts this 
point more clearly by requiring that when the consequent is hypothetically 
eliminated the antecedent should thereby be ‘co-climinated’ — a formulation 
which appears to outlaw any considerations which cannot be extracted from our 
understanding of the antecedent and consequent themselves. (The last criterion 
of a conditional’s soundness, listed at B 5, cannot be securely assigned to any 
specific school or philosopher, but it may not differ significantly from 
‘cohesion’, and traces of it can be found in both Stoic (cf. 36G 4) and medical 
sources.) 

Although Chrysippus assigned this strong sense to ‘if’, he also retained a usc 
for the Philonian conditional, to express a weaker form of connexion. But to 
avoid confusion he reformulated this as a negated conjunction, ‘Not both: p and 
not-q': cf. 36A 11-14, and see further 37D and 38E 6, with commentary. 

One role of the conditional which may well have influenced this debate must 
be noted here. Hellenistic epistemology attaches special importance to ‘signs’. 
evident facts which serve to ‘reveal’ further, non-evident facts (see especially 
51H, and 42 commentary). And these facts are related as, respectively, the true 
antecedent and the consequent in a sound conditional: C. Such a true antecedent 
is also called the ‘leading’ proposition, with the connotation ‘guiding’. A 
possible weakness of the conditional formulation is that it cannot in itself 
indicate the truch of the antecedent, and this may be why the post-Chrysippean 
Stoics mentioned above preferred to express signs with the ‘subconditional’, 
‘Since p, q’, for the analysis of which see A2 and 7. 

The Stoics’ eventual move away from Philo’s truch-functional analysis of the 
conditional is matched by their regular treatment of disjunction: A 4, E; 36C 5. 
Not only is disjunction understood as exclusive, so that one and only one 
disjunct is true, but a proper disjunction is one in which the individual disjuncts 
are so related in terms of incompatibility as to guarantee this result. 

As for conjunctive propositions, however, the basic analysis of these is truth- 
functional (D; 36B 4). So too for the negated conjunction ‘Not both: p and not- 
g’, the form in which the conjunctive proposition finds prominence in syllogistic 
(see 36A 14). There is some tendency in the sources to treat this as requiring, Once 
again, a relationship of incompatibility. Strictly, though, the position is that the 
truth-condition for a negated conjunction is nothing more than the falsity of x 
least one of its conjuncts; but that where the cruth-values of the individua 
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conjuncts must be left temporarily undetermined, as for instance in the leading 
premise of a syllogism like that at 36A 14, the best ground on which the negated 
conjunction can be justified may indeed be the mutual incompatibility of its 
conjuncts. It is not, however, the only possible ground: cf. 36G 7; 37D; 38E 6, 
with commentary; 42D 2. 


36 Arguments gansa Re ag 
ECT SLAG Meh THD} 
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(1) An argument is, as Crinis says, that which consists of a premise or 
premises, an additional premise, and a conclusion. For example: ‘If it is 
day, itis ight. Buc itis day. Therefore itis light.’ For ‘If itis day, itis light’ 
is the premise; ‘But it is day’ is the additional premise; and ‘Therefore it is 
light’ is the conclusion. (2) A mode is, as it were, the form of an 
argument. For example: ‘If the first, the second. But the first. Therefore 
the second.’ (3) A mode-argument is the combination of the two. For 
example: ‘If Plato is alive, Plato is breathing. But the first. Therefore the 
second.’ The mode-argument was introduced so as to avoid stating the 
long additional premise and the conclusion in extended trains of 
argument, but to reach the conclusion succinctly: ‘But the first. 
Therefore the second.’ (4) Of arguments, some are invalid, others valid. 
Invalid are those the contradictory of whose conclusion does not conflict 
with the conjunction of the premises. For example: ‘If it is day, it is light. 
But it is day. Therefore Dion is walking.’ (5) Of valid arguments, some 
are just called ‘valid’ (after the genus), others ‘syllogistic’. Syllogistic are 
those which either are indemonstrable, or are reduced to the 
indemonstrables through one or more of the ground-rules. For example: 
‘I€Dion is walking, <Dion is moving. But Dion is walking.> Therefore 
Dion is moving.’ (6) ‘Valid’, in the specific sense, are those which are 
deductive but not syllogistically. For example: *“ It is day and it is night” 
is false. But it is day. Therefore not: it is night.’ (7) ‘Non-syllogistic’ are 
those which are plausibly comparable to syllogistic arguments but not 
deductive. For example: ‘If Dion is a horse, Dion is an animal. <But not: 
Dion is a horse.> Therefore not: Dion is an animal.’ (8) Further, some 
arguments are true, others false. True are those arguments which deduce 
through true premises. For example: ‘If virtue benefits, vice harms. 
<But virtue benefits. Therefore vice harms.> ' (9) False are those which 
have some falsity in their premises, or which are invalid, such as: ‘If it is 
day, it is light. But it is day. Therefore Dion is alive.’ (10) There are also 
possible, impossible, necessary and non-necessary arguments. (11) There 
are also certain ‘indemonstrable’ arguments, since they need no 
demonstration. The lists of them vary among the authorities, but 
Chrysippus gives five through which every argument is constructed. 


A Diogenes Laertius 7.76-81 
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They are invoked for valid arguments, syllogisms, and the argument 
modes. (12) The first indemonstrable is the one in which a complete 
argument is constructed out of a conditional and the antecedent of the 
conditional with its consequent for conclusion. For example: ‘Ifthe first, 
the second. But the first. Therefore the second.’ (13) The second 
indemonstrable is the one formed with a conditional and the contradic- 
tory of the consequent, with the contradictory of the antecedent for 
conclusion. For example: ‘If it is day, it is light. <But not: ic is light. 
Therefore not: it is day.> ’ For the additional premise is formed from the 
contradictory of the consequent, and the conclusion from the contradic- 
tory of the antecedent. (14) The third indemonstrable is the one which 
through a negated conjunction and one of the conjuncts has as conclusion 
the contradictory of the other conjunct. For example: ‘Not Plato is dead 
and Plato is alive. But Plato is dead. Therefore not: Plato is alive.’ (15) 
The fourth indemonstrable is the one which through a disjunctive 
proposition and one of the disjuncts has as conclusion the contradictory 
of the other disjunct. For example: ‘Either the first or the second. But the 
first. Therefore not the second.’ (16) The fifth indemonstrable is one in 
which every argument is constructed out of a disjunctive proposition and 
the contradictory of one of the disjuncts, with the other disjunct for 
conclusion. For example: ‘Either itis day or itis night. But not: itis night. 
Therefore it is day.’ 


B Sextus Empiricus, Outlines of Pyrrhonism 2.135-43 


(1) A demonstration, they say, is an argument which through agreed 
premises by means of deduction reveals a non-evident conclusion. What 
they mean will be clearer from what follows. (2) An argument is a 
complex of premises and a conclusion. What they call its premises are the 
Propositions adopted by agreement for the establishment of a con- 
clusion. A conclusion is the proposition established from the premises. 
For example, in ‘Ifit is day, it is light. But it is day. Therefore it is light’, 
‘Therefore it is light’ is the conclusion, the rest are premises. (3) Of 
arguments, some are deductive, others non-deductive. They are 
deductive when the conditional which has as antecedent the conjunctive 
Proposition formed from the premises of the argument, and as 
consequent its conclusion, is sound. For example, the argument quoted 
above is deductive because from the conjunction of its premises, namely 
‘It is day, and if ic is day it is light’, chere follows ‘It is light’, in the 
following conditional: ‘If; it is day, and if it is day it is light; then: it is 
light." Non-deductive are those not of this kind. (4) Of deductive 
arguments, some are true, some not true. They are true when not only is 
the conditional consisting of the conjunction of the premises plus the 
conclusion sound, as explained above, but also the conclusion, and the 
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conjunctive proposition formed from the premises of the argument (i.e. 
the antecedent in this conditional), are true. And a true conjunctive 
proposition is the one which, like ‘Itis day, and if itis day itis light’, has all 
its conjuncts true. (5) Not true are those not of this kind. For an argument 
like ‘If it is night, it is dark. But it is night. Therefore it is dark’ is 
deductive, because the conditional ‘If: it is night, and if it is nighe it is 
dark; <then: itis dark>’ is sound; but is not true, because the antecedent 
conjunctive proposition ‘It is night, and if it is night it is dark’ is false, 
containing as it does the falsehood ‘It is night.’ For the conjunctive 
proposition which contains a falsehood is false. (6) Hence they say that a 
true argument is one which by means of true premises deduces a true 
conclusion. (7) Again, of true arguments some are demonstrative, others 
non-demonstrative. Demonstrative are those which by means of things 
pre-evident deduce something non-evident. Non-demonstrative are 
those not of this kind. For example, an argument like ‘If it is day, it is 
light. But it is day. Therefore it is light’ is non-demonstrative. For its 
conclusion, that it is light, is pre-evidenc. But one like ‘If sweat flows 
through the surface, there are ducts discoverable by thought. But sweat 
flows through the surface. Therefore there are ducts discoverable by 
thought’ is demonstrative, having the non-evident conclusion “There- 
fore there are ducts discoverable by thought.’ (8) Of those which deduce 
something non-evident, some lead us by means of the premises to the 
conclusion in a merely progressive way, others in a both progressive and 
revelatory way. (9) Those which lead us in a merely progressive way are 
the ones which seem to depend on trust and memory, such as ‘If some 
god has cold you that this man will be rich, this man will be rich. But this 
god’ (I refer demonstratively to, say, Zeus) ‘has told you that this man 
will be rich. Therefore this man will be rich.” For we assent to the 
conclusion less because of the cogency of the premises than because we 
trust the god’s statement. (10) Those which lead us to the conclusion in a 
not only progressive buc also revelatory way are ones like this: ‘If sweat 
flows through the surface, there are ducts discoverable by thought. But 
the first. Therefore the second.’ For the proposition that sweat flows is 
revelatory of the proposition that there are ducts, thanks to our 
preconception that liquid cannot penetrate a solid body. (11) Thus a 
demonstration must be an argument, and deductive, and true, and witha 
conclusion which is non-evident and revealed by the force of the 
premises. That is why a demonstration is said to be an argument which 
through agreed premises by means of deduction reveals a non-evident 
conclusion. 


C Sextus Empiricus, Against the professors 8.429-34, 440-3 


(1) Invalid argument, they say, arises in four ways: by disconnexion, by 
redundancy, by being posed in an unsound form, or by deficiency. (2) It 
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arises by disconnexion when the premises have no unison and connexion 
with each other and with the conclusion, as in an argument like ‘If it is 
day, ic is light. But wheat is being sold in the market. Therefore it is light.’ 
For we can see that in this example neither has ‘If it is day’ any harmony 
or link with ‘Wheat is being sold in the market’, nor has either of them 
with ‘Therefore it is light’, but each is disconnected from the others. (3) 
Argumentis invalid through redundancy when something extraneous is 
superfluously added alongside the premises, as in ‘If it is day, it is light. 
But it is day. But also virtue benefits. Therefore it is light’. For the 
premise that virtue benefits is superfluously added alongside the other 
premises, if on its removal it is possible through the remainder, ‘If it is 
day, it is light’ and ‘But it is day’, for the conclusion ‘Therefore it is light’ 
to be deduced. (4) An argument becomes invalid by being posed in an 
unsound form when it is posed in any of the forms envisaged beyond the 
sound forms. For example, given the soundness of the form ‘If the first, 
the second, Buc the first. Therefore the second’, and also of ‘If the first, the 
second. But not the second. Therefore not the first’, we say that an 
argument posed in the form ‘If the first, the second. But not the first. 
Therefore not the second’ is invalid, not because it is impossible for an 
argument to be posed in this form which through truths deduces a truth 
(it is possible: e.g. ‘If3 = 4,6 = 8. But not: 3 = 4. Therefore not: 6 = 
8.’), but because some unsound arguments can be formulated in it, such as 
‘If it is day, it is light. Buc not: it is day. Therefore not: it is light." (5) 
Argument becomes invalid by deficiency when something is missing 
from the deductive premises. For example: ‘Either wealth is bad, or 
wealth is good. But not: wealth is bad. Therefore wealth is good.’ For in 
the disjunction the proposition that wealth is indifferent is missing, so 
that the sound way of posing it is instead like this: ‘Either wealth is good, 
or it is bad, or indifferent. But neither is wealth good, nor bad. Therefore 
it is indifferent.’ . . . (6) In reply, then, the Sceptics will say that if chat 
argument is invalid by redundancy in which on the removal of one 
premise the conclusion is deduced from the remainder, then the 
argument posed in the first mode, of the form ‘Ifit is day, itis light. But it 
is day. Therefore it is light’, must be called invalid. For in it the 
hypothetical premise ‘If it is day, <it is light> ’ is redundant with regard 
to the establishment of the conclusion, and ‘Therefore it is light’ can be 
deduced from ‘It is day’ alone. This fact is pre-evident even in itself, bur it 
is also possible to support it from the relationship of following which so 
far as the Stoics are concerned obtains. For either they will say that its 
being light follows from its being day, or that it does not follow. And ifit 
follows, once it is agreed that ‘It is day’ is true, ‘It is light’ is also directly 
deduced therefrom, since it necessarily follows from it; and that 1$ E 
conclusion. Whereas if it does not follow, it will not follow "7 es 
conditional either, so that the conditional will be false since ° i 
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consequent in it will not follow from the antecedent. Hence, to go by the 
classification stated above, one of two things must happen: either the 
argument posed in the first mode will be found to be invalid through the 
redundancy of the hypothetical premise in it, or totally false chrough the 
falsity of the hypothetical premise in it. (7) For to say that Chrysippus 
does not believe in one-premise arguments, as some will no doubt reply 
to such an objection, is utterly silly. First, we are not compelled to obey 
Chrysippus’ pronouncements as if they were oracular decrees. And 
second, it is impossible to heed men's testimony for a self-imposed ban in 
the face of a witness who says the opposite. For Antipater, one of the most 
distinguished men in the Stoic sect, said that it was possible for even 
single-premise arguments to be constructed. 


D Apuleius, De interpretatione 184,16-23 


... no syllogism is constructed from a single premise, even though the 
Stoic Antipater holds, contrary to the universal consensus, that "You are 
seeing. Therefore you are alive’ is a complete deduction. In fact the 
complete form is ‘If you are seeing, you are alive. But you are seeing. 
Therefore you are alive.’ : e a l . 


E Sextus Empiricus, Outlines of Pyrrhonism 1.69 i ERE 


According to Chrysippus (that arch-enemy of irrational animals!) the 
dog even shares in their legendary ‘dialectic’. At any rate, this man says 
that the dog applies himself to a multiple ‘fifth indemonstrable’ when he 
comes to a triple fork in the path, and, after sniffing the two paths which 
his quarry did not take, sets off at once down the third without even 
sniffing it. For, the ancient philosopher says, the dog is in effect 
reasoning: ‘Either my quarry went this way, or this way, or this way. But 
neither this way, nor this way. Therefore this way.’ 


F Origen, Against Celsus 7.15 


The Stoics also give this mode a concrete application, as follows: ‘If you 
know that you are dead, <you are dead. If you know that you are 
dead,> it is not the case that you are dead. Therefore, it follows, it is not 
the case that you know that you are dead.’ 


G Sextus Empiricus, Against the professors 8.229-37 LER Bf >Í $6 


[According to Stoic logic] (1) Non-simple are those arguments formed 
by combination of the simple ones and still requiring analysis into them 
in order to be recognized as themselves deductive. (2) Of these non- 
simple arguments some are composed of arguments of a single type. 
others of arguments of diverse types. Examples of the former are those 
formed by combination of two first indemonstrables, or of two second 


216 





36 Arguments 


indemonstrables; of the latter, those composed of a first <plus a third> 
indemonstrable, or of a second plus a third, and in general those of this 
kind. (3) An argument composed of arguments of a single type is: ‘If it is 
day, <ifitisday > itis light. Bucitis day. Therefore itis light.’ For this is 
formed by combination of two first indemonstrables, as we will 
appreciate when we have analysed it. (4) We must recognize that there is 
a dialectical theorem transmitted for the analysis of syllogisms, as 
follows: when we have the premises from which some conclusion is 
deducible, we potentially have that conclusion too in these premises, 
even if it is not expressly stated. (5) Since, then, we have two premises — 
the conditional ‘Ifitis day, <ificis day it is light> , which has the simple 
proposition ‘It is day’ for antecedent, and the conditional ‘If it is day, it is 
light’, which is non-simple, for consequent, and also its antecedent ‘It is 
day’ — from these we will deduce by a first indemonstrable that 
conditional’s consequent, ‘If it is day, it is light.’ We have this, then, as a 
potential deduction in the argument, but not expressly supplied. By 
combining it with the additional premise of the argument as stated, ‘It is 
day’, we will have ‘It is light’ deduced by a first indemonstrable. And that 
was the conclusion of the argument as stated. Hence there are two first 
indemonstrables: ‘If it is day, <if it is day> it is light. <But it is day. 
Therefore if it is day, it is light> '; and ‘If it is day, itis light. But it is day. 
Therefore it is light.’ (6) Such then is the character of arguments formed 
by combination from a single type. There remain those formed from 
diverse types, like the one posed in Aenesidemus’ school about the sign, 
which goes as follows: ‘If things evident appear alike to all those in like 
condition, and signs are things evident, signs appear alike to all those in 
like condition. But signs do not appear alike to all those in like condition. 
And things evident do appear alike to all those in like condition. 
Therefore signs are not things evident.’ (7) For this kind of argument is 
composed out of a second and a third indemonstrable, as can be learnt 
from its analysis, which will be clearer if we use the mode for our 
exposition, as follows: ‘If the first and the second, the third. But not the 
third. Moreover, the first. Therefore not the second.’ For since we havea 
conditional with the conjunction of the first and second for antecedent 
and with the third for consequent, and we have the contradictory of the 
consequent, ‘Not the third’, we will also deduce the contradictory of the 
antecedent, ‘Therefore not both: the first and the second’, by a second 
indemonstrable. But in fact this very proposition is contained in the 
argument in potential form, since we have the premises from which it is 
deducible, although it is not expressly supplied. By combining it with the 
remaining premise, the first, we will have the conclusion, ‘Therefore not 
the second’, deduced by a third indemonstrable. Hence there are two 
indemonstrables: ‘If the first and the second, the third. But not the third. 
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Therefore not both: the first and the second’, which is a second 
indemonstrable; and a third indemonstrable, which goes ‘Not both: the 
first and the second. But the first. Therefore not the second.’ Such then, is 
the analysis if one uses the mode, and there is an analogous analysis for the 
argument too. ; ; 


H Galen, On Hippocrates’ and Plato’s doctrines 2.3.18-19 


(1) Now you can meet many people minutely skilled in the ways of 
analysing syllogisms constructed with two or three hypothetical 
premises, tautologically valid syllogisms, or certain others of this kind 
which use the first and second ground-rules, as also in connexion with 
others which they analyse by means of the third or fourth ground-rule. 
(2) Yet most of these can be analysed in another, more succinct way, as 
Antipater wrote. And anyway, all the construction of such syllogisms is 
no small overexpenditure of effort on something useless, as Chrysippus 
himself testifies in practice by never in his own works needing those 
syllogisms to demonstrate a doctrine. 


I Apuleius, De interpretatione 191,5-10 


There is a further test, which is also common to all the indemonstrable 
arguments. It is called the per impossibile test, and is entitled by the Stoics 
the first principle or ground-rule. They define it as follows: ‘If from two 
propositions a third is deduced, then from either one of them together 
with the contradictory of the conclusion the contradictory of the other is 
deduced.’ 


J Alexander, On Aristotle’s Prior analytics 278,11-14 


The third so-called ‘ground-rule’ is itself like this in outline: ‘When from 
two propositions a third is deduced , and extra propositions are found 
from which one of those two follows syllogistically, the same conclusion 
will be deduced from the other of the two plus the extra propositions 
from which that one follows syllogistically.’ 


An argument is canonically defined (B 2, cf. A 1) as a complex of premises and a 
conclusion. The Stoic view of argument had a dialectical background in which 
each premise was posed as a question to an interlocutor and required his 
agreement (cf. 31A 5, B 8). Despite the great formality imposed by the logical 
handbooks, this dialectical aspect was never lost sight of. Arguments are 
standardly ‘asked’, not just stated, and although the texts only rarely set out the 
Premises in interrogative form (cf. 37L, S) the reader is nevertheless (cf. 37A 5.9, 
J) expected to take them that way. (The Greek verb for ‘ask’ normally appears as 
‘pose’ in our translations.) 

Stoic logic concentrates on formally syllogistic arguments (A 5—7), and, 
among these, on syllogisms which relate whole propositions rather than, as in 
Aristotelian logic, terms. For argument validity see A4 ff, B3 (where 


218 


“s+ eee 


RERET: ON 


AR 


36 Arguments 


‘deductive’, slightly unusually, does duty for ‘valid’}, C. Validity is primarily 
established by the Principle of Conditionalization, as explained ar B3 (the 
relevant criterion of a sound conditional being, as A 4 shows, ‘cohesion’ — on 
which see 35B 4 and commentary). Other rules governing validity can, at best, 
be indirectly inferred. For example, the valid argument at B 9 has the ‘indefinite’ 
antecedent in its leading premise verified by a corresponding ‘definite’ 
proposition in the additional premise. Here a comparison wich 34H ro will 
reveal the theoretical justification for the shift. 

The interesting Pyrrhonist argument at C 6 tums the Stoics' own ‘redundan- 
cy’ cntcrion of invalidity (C 3} against their own most basic syllogistic mode. Ie 
is tempting to guess that this argument had originated in the sceptical Academy, 
and was a cause of Antiparer’s heterodox introduction of one-premised 
arguments (C7, D). 

Beyond validity, and truth (A 8-9, B 4-6), further requirements govern the 
use of arguments as strict scientific demonstrations: B 7-11. These will be 
discussed in the commentary to 42. 

The analysis of arguments centres around five allegedly primary types of 
syllogism, the ‘indemonsrrabie’ arguments: A 11-16. These are marked by their 
use of three types of ‘hypothetical’ premise, more literally ‘mode-premise’ 
(troptkon) — the conditional, the disjunctive, and the conjunctive proposition — 
for whose truch-conditions see 35. Note, however, that Stoic theory focuses on 
analysis of actual arguments, not their formalized ‘modes’ (on which see A 3), 
and that the latter are used only in explication of the former, as at G6-7. 

To demonstrate the validity ofany more complex argument, it is necessary to 
reduce it to one or more indernonstrable arguments (A §, G 1). The argumentin 
E, which differs trom a standard fifth indemonstrable only in char its major 
premise has three disjuncts instead of two, could be analysed for example into 
two fifth indemonstrables: ‘Either p or {q or r); but not-p; therefore (q or r). 
Either q or r; but not-g; therefore r.' A complication of this, however, is that the 
bracketed pair ‘(q or r)’ does not constitute a genuine disjunction, but only a 
‘subdisjuncnon’ (see 35E and cf. C5). Other examples are expounded in G. 

In aid of these analyses, Chrysippus listed at least four ‘ground-rules’ (themata): 
A 5, H. Recent work has done much to aid their rediscovery. For the first, see I, 
where it is equated with the Aristotelian per impossibile proof. The second, third 
and fourth are reported to have between them corresponded to the Peripatetic 
‘synthetic theorem’, which derived chain-syllogisms from simple syllogisms. 
The third, quoted in J, clearly fits m with this report. The fourth, then, may have 
Tun roughly as follows: ‘When from two propositions a third is deduced, and 
extra propositions are found from which one of those two follows syllogistical- 
ly, and other extra propositions are found from which the other of those two 
follows syllogisticaily, the same conclusion will be deduced from ail che extra 
propositions taken together.’ Since the third and (presumably) fourth ground- 
rules deal with ‘extra’ premises, i.e. premises not identical with those of the 
initial syllogism, a further ground-rule seems to be required for cases where one 
and the same premise has to be used two or more times. For this and other 
reasons the second ground-rule may have run on the following lines: ‘When 
trom a set of propositions a conclusion is deduced, and from one of thost same 
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propositions, taken with that conclusion, a further conclusion is deduced, that 
further conclusion will be deduced from the original set of propositions.’ 

G, our fullest source on the analysis of complex syllogisms, does not use the 
individual Chrysippean ground-rules, but a single theorem (G 4) which appears 
to embrace the second, third and fourth ground-rules. It has been suggested that 
this theorem represents the subsequent work of simplification attributed to 
Antipater ac H 2. If we invoke the Chrysippean ground-rules instead, it will be 
seen that the analysis of the complex argument at G 3-5 requires the second 
ground-rule (as conjecturally identified above), while that at G 6-7 requires the 
chird. 

Other complex syllogisms are said to be amenable to reduction by means of 
the ground-rules at H 1 (the reader is invited to work out how). Of these, the one 
‘with two hypothetical premises’ is the type quoted in F. That ‘with three 
hypothetical premises’ is less securely identified, but for a probable, if somewhat 
informal, example see 381. And ‘tautologically (lit. ‘indifferently’) valid’ 
syllogisms are those with such forms as ‘Either p or q; but p; therefore p', where 
the conclusion is identical with one of the premises. 


Pn E 


37 Fallacy 
A Sextus Empiricus, Outlines of Pyrrhonism 2.229-35 


(1) It is perhaps not inappropriate to turn our attention briefly to the 
theory of sophisms, since those who glorify dialectic say that it is also for 
the solution of these that dialectic is necessary. For if, they say, itis capable 
of distinguishing true from false arguments, and sophisms are themselves 
false arguments, it must also be capable of discriminating these, which 
use their apparent plausibility to make a mockery of the truth. Hence the 
dialecticians [or “Dialecticians’], claiming to be rescuing our tottering 
life, eagerly try to teach us both the conception of sophisms, and their 
differences, and their solutions. (2) A sophism, they say, is a plausible 
argument deceitfully framed to make us accept the false or false-seeming 
ornon-evident or otherwise unacceptable conclusion. (3) An example of 
a false conclusion is that in the following sophism. ‘No one makes you 
drink a predicate. But “drink absinth” is a predicate. Therefore no one 
makes you drink absinth.’ (4) A false-seeming conclusion is like that in 
the following. ‘What neither was nor is possible is not absurd. But “The 
doctor qua doctor murders” neither was nor is possible. Therefore ‘The 
doctor qua doctor murders” is not absurd." (5) A non-evident conclusion 
is like this. ‘Not both: I have asked you a previous question, and not: the 
number of the stars is even. But I have asked you a previous question. 
Therefore the number of the stars is even.’ (6) An otherwise unacceptable 
conclusion is exemplified by the ‘solecizing’ arguments. E.g. ‘What you 
look at, exists. But you look at your wits’ end. Therefore your wits’ end 
exists.” “What you see, exists. But you see onto an inflamed place. 
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Therefore onto an inflamed place exists.” (7) But they then try to offer 
solutions to them, saying with regard to the first sophism that what has 
been agreed by means of the premises is different from the conclusion. 
For what has been agreed is that a predicate is not drunk, and that ‘drink 
absinth’ is a predicate: noc that absinth is itself a predicate. So where the 
conclusion should be ‘Therefore no one drinks “drink absinth ', which 
is true, that actually drawn is ‘Therefore no one drinks absinth’, which is 
false, and is not deduced from the agreed premises. (8) With regard to the 
second, they say that while it seems co lead to a false conclusion, so as to 
make the inattentive hesitate to assent to it, it in fact deduces a truth, 
‘Therefore ‘The doctor qua doctor murders” is not absurd.’ For no 
proposition is absurd, and ‘The doctor gua doctor murders’ is a 
proposition. Hence it too is not absurd. (9) The one leading to the non- 
evident belongs, they say, to the class of ‘changing’ arguments. For 
when, ex hypothesi, no previous question has been asked, the negated 
conjunction comes out true, since the inclusion of the falsehood ‘I have 
asked you a previous question’ makes the conjunction false. But when 
the negated conjunction has been asked, the additional premise ‘But I 
have asked you a previous question’ becomes true, since the negated 
conjunction has been asked prior to the additional premise; and the 
premise consisting of the negated conjunction becomes false, the false 
conjunct having become true. Hence there is no time at which the 
conclusion can be deduced, if the negated conjunction does not obtain at 
the same time as the minor premise. (10) As for the last group, the 
solecizing arguments, these according to some are absurd inferences 
which flout linguistic usage. 


B Diogenes Laertius 7.192—8 (with omissions) — W %& A. 


[From the list of Chrysippus’ logical works] (1) On linguistic anomaly, to 
Dion, in four books; On Sorites Arguments relating to utterances, in three 
books; On solecisms, in one book; On solecizing arguments, to Dionysius, in 
one book; Arguments which depend on linguistic usages, in one book; .. . (2) 
Reply to those who reject division, in two books; On ambiguities, to Apollas, 
in four books; On mode ambiguities, in one book: On conditional mode 
ambiguity, in two books; Reply to Panthoides’ ‘On ambiguities’, in two 
books; On the introductory course on ambiguities, in five books; Epitome of the 
work ‘Ambiguities’ addressed to Epicrates, in one book; Conditionals for the 
introductory course on ambiguities, in two books; . . . (3) On the introductory 
course on the Lying Argument, to Aristocreon, in one book; Lying 
Arguments, an introduction, in one book; On the Lying Argument, to 
Anistocreon, in six books; . . . Reply to those who hold that there are 
Propositions simultaneously false and true, in one book; Reply to those who 
solve the Lying Argument by cutting, in two books; Demonstrations that 
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indefinite propositions should not be cut, in one book; Reply to objections to 
what ts said against the cutting of indefinite propositions, to Pasylus, in three 
books; Solution according to the ancients, to Dioscurides, in one book; On 
the solution of the Lying Argument, to Aristocreon, in three books; Solutions 
to Hedylus’ hypothetical arguments, to Aristocreon and Apollas, in one 
book; ... Reply to those who say that the Lying Argument has its premises false, 
in one book; (4) On the Denying Argument, to Aristocreon, in two books; 
Denying Arguments: exercises, in one book; On the Little-by-little Argument, 
to Stesagoras, in two books; On arguments relating to suppositions, and 
Quiescent Arguments, to Onetor, in two books; On the Veiled Argument, to 
Aristobulus, in two books; On the Elusive Argument, to Athenades, in one 
book; ...($) On the Not-someone Argument, to Menecrates, in eight books; 
On arguments formed with an indefinite and a definite proposition, to Pasylus, 
in two books; On the Not-someone Argument, to Epicrates, in one book; . 

(6) On sophisms, to Heraclides and Pollis, in two books; On the puzzling 
` arguments of the Dialecticians, to Dioscurides, in five books; Reply to the 
method of Arcesilaus, to Sphaerus, in one book. 


C Diogenes Laertius 7.44 (= 31A 7) 


These [sophisms which depend on utterance and states of affairs] include 
Lying Arguments, Truth-telling Arguments, Denying Arguments, 
Sorites Arguments, and those defective and insoluble and valid 
arguments which resemble these; and Veiled Arguments, Horned 
Arguments, Not-someone arguments, and Mowing Arguments. 


D Diogenes Laertius 7.82 


(1) There are also puzzling arguments — Veiled, Elusive, Sorites, Horned 
and Not-someone. . . . (2) <A Sorites is like this> : ‘Not: 2 are few, but 
not 3 as well. Not: the latter but not 4 as well. And so on up to Io. But 2 
are few. Therefore 10 are few as well.’ 


E Galen, On medical experience 16.1-17.3 i, ee 


(1) According to what is demanded by the analogy, He must not be 
such a thing in the world as a heap of grain, a mass or satiety, neither a 
mountain nor strong love, nor a row, nor strong wind, nor city, nor 
anything else which is known from its name and idea to have a measure 
ofextent or multitude, such as the wave, the open sea, a flock of sheep and 
herd of cattle, the nation and the crowd. And the doubt and confusion 
introduced by the analogy leads to contradiction of fact in the transition 
of man from one stage of his life to another, and in the changes of time, 
and the changes of seasons. For in the case of the boy one is uncertain and 
doubtful as to when the actual moment arrives for his transition from 
boyhood to adolescence, and in the case of the youth when he enters the 
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period of manhood, also in the case of the man in his prime when he 
begins to be an old man. And so it is with the seasons of the year when 
winter begins to change and merges into spring, and spring into sammer, 
and summer into autumn. By the same reasoning, doubt and confusion 
enter into many other things which relate to the doings of men in spite of 
the fact that knowledge of these things is obvious and plain. (2) There are 
some dogmatists and logicians who call the argument expressing this 
doubt ‘Sorites’ after the matter which first gave rise to this question, | 
mean the heap. Other people call it the Little-by-little Argument. They 
have only named it thus in accordance with its method which leads to 
doubt and confusion. ... (3) Wherefore I say: tell me, do you think that a 
single grain of wheat is a heap? Thereupon you say No. Then I say: what 
do you say about 2 grains? For it is my purpose to ask you questions in 
succession, and if you do not admit that 2 grains are a heap then I shall ask 
you about 3 grains. Then I shall proceed to interrogate you further with 
respect to 4 grains, then 5 and 6 and 7 and 8; and I think you will say that 
none of these makes a heap. Also 9 and ro and 11 are not a heap. For the 
conception of a heap which is formed in the soul and is conjured up in the 
imagination is that, besides being single particles in juxtaposition, it has 
quantity and mass of some considerable size. . . . I for my part shall not 
cease from continuing to add one to the number in like manner, nor 
desist from asking you without ceasing if you admit that the quantity of 
each single one of these numbers constitutes a heap. It is not possible for 
you to say with regard to any one of these numbers that it constitutes a 
heap. I shall proceed to explain the cause of this. If you do not say with 
respect to any of the numbers, as in the case of the 100 grains of wheat for 
example, that it now constitutes a heap, but afterwards when a grain is 
added to it, you say that a heap has now been formed, consequently this 
quantity of corn becomes a heap by the addition of the single grain of 
wheat, and if the grain is taken away the heap is eliminated. And I know 
of nothing worse and more absurd than that the being and not-being of a 
heap is determined by a grain of corn. And to prevent this absurdity from 
adhering to you, you will not cease from denying, and will never admit 
at any time chat the sum of this is a heap, even if the number of grains 
teaches infinity by the constant and gradual addition of more. And by 
reason of this denial the heap is proved to be non-existent, because of this 
pretty sophism. 


F Sextus Empiricus, Against the professors 7.416 


For since in the Sorites the last cognitive impression is adjacent to the first 
non-cognitive impression and virtually indistiguishable from it. the 
school of Chrysippus say that in the case of impressions which differ so 
slightly the wise man will stop and become quiescent, while in the cases 
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where a more substantial difference strikes him he will assent to one of the 
impressions as true. 


G Chrysippus, Logical questions 1, 9.7-12 (SVF 2.298, part) 


Up to what point one should give the same answers will provide pause 
for thought in the matter of the Little-by-little Argument. And likewise 
in the question whether one should use cutting concerning one’s answer. 


H Cicero, Academica 2.92-6 


[Speaker: Cicero on behalf of the New Academy] (1) But since you place 
so much weight on that science [dialectic], see that it does not in its 
entirety prove to be your natural foe. It starts out by cheerfully imparting 
the elements of discourse, an understanding of ambiguities, and the 
principles of deduction. But it then, by a few increments, gets to Sorites 
Arguments, a slippery and hazardous area, which you earlier described as 
a fallacious kind of questioning. What of that? Is the fallaciousness you 
speak of our fault? (2) Nature has permitted us no knowledge of limits 
such as would enable us to determine, in any case, how far to go. Nor isit 
so just with a heap of corn, from which the name (Sorites) is derived: 
there is no matter whatever concerning which, if questioned by gradual 
progression, we can tell how much must be added or subtracted before 
we can give a definite answer — rich or poor, famous or unknown, many 
or few, large or small, long or short, broad or narrow. (3) ‘But Sorites 
Arguments are fallacious.’ Well demolish them then, if you can, to stop 
them bothering you — for they will bother you if you don’t take precau- 
tions. ‘Precautions have been taken’, comes the answer. ‘For Chrysippus’ 
policy when being asked by gradual progression whether, say, 3 is few or 
many, is to become quiescent (hesuchazein, as they term it) some time 
before reaching many.’ To which Carneades’ reply is: ‘For all I care you 
can snore, not just become quiescent. But what's the point? In time 
there'll be someone to wake you up and question you in the same fashion: 
“If Ladd one to the number at which you fell silent, will it be many?” 
And so on you will go, as far as you think fit.’ Why say more? For what 
you're admitting is that you cannot answer which is the last of ‘few’ or 
the first of ‘many’. Error of this kind spreads so easily that 1 do not see 
where it might not reach. ‘That doesn’t harm me’, he says, ‘for like a 
skilled driver I shall restrain my horses before I reach the edge, all the 
more so if what they're heading towards is a precipice. In like manner I 
restrain myself in advance and stop replying to sophistical questions.’ If 
you have a clear answer but do not give it, that is arrogant behaviour. If 
you do not have one, then you too do not know. If itis because the matter 
isnon-evident, I grant that. But in fact you say that you do not proceed as 
far as the non-evident cases, and hence you are stopping at cases which are 


clear-cut. Ifthat is just a device for staying silent, you achieve nothing, for 
en. 
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why should your pursuer care whether he traps you silent or speaking? If, 
on the other hand, you reply ‘few’ up to, say, 9, without hesitation, but 
stop on 10, you are actually withholding your assent from what is certain 
and clear-cut — the very move which you deny me in non-evident cases. 
(4) Hence this science of yours gives you no help against Sorites 
Arguments: it does not teach what is the lower or upper limit of increase 
or decrease. What of the fact that that same science, like Penelope 
unweaving her web, ends up by destroying what has come before? Is that 
your fault or ours? (5) It is presumably the foundation of dialectic that 
whatever is asserted (what they call axioma, the equivalent of ‘proposi- 
tion’) is either true or false. Well is this true or false? If you say that you are 
lying, and you say so truly, are you lying or telling the truth? Of course, 
you call this insoluble — that is, something more annoying than what our 
school calls ‘unknown’ and ‘unperceived’. But, passing over that, my 
question is: if these puzzles of yours are insoluble, and no criterion is 
found for them, to enable you to answer whether they are t se, 
what has become of that definition of the proposition as that which is 
either true or false? (6) To my premises I shall add this one, that of 


<inferences of the same type one of which is valid, the remainder> 
should be accepted, while others, of a contradictory type, should be 
rejected. Well then, what is your verdict on this inference? ‘If you say that 
itis now light, and you say so truly, <itis now light. But you say that it is 
now light, and you say so truly.> Therefore it is now light.’ You 
certainly endorse this type, and declare it an entirely valid inference, so 
that in your teaching you present it as the ‘first mode’ of inference. It 
follows that either you will endorse any inference in the same mode, or 
this science of yours amounts to nothing. So see whether you will 
endorse this inference: ‘If you say that you are lying, and you say so truly, 
you are lying. But you say that you are lying, and you say so truly. 
Therefore you are lying.’ How can you not endorse this one, when you 
endorsed the earlier one of the same type? This is Chrysippus’ puzzle, but 
even he does not solve it. 














I Plutarch, On common conceptions 1059D-E = i 


This man [Chrysippus] seems to me to put all his efforts and ingenuity 
into overturning and wrecking common sense, as his own supporters to 
some extent testify when they disagree with him about the Lying 
Argument. For to deny that a conjunction formed from indefinite 
contradictories is unrestrictedly false, and again, to say that some 
arguments with true premises and sound inferences stil have the 
contradictories of their conclusions true as well — what conception of 
demonstration or what preconception of confirmation does that not 
Overtum? They say that the octopus gnaws off its own tentacles in 
winter, Well, Chrysippus’ dialectic destroys by amputation its own vital 
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parts and principles. So which of our other conceptions has it left free 
from suspicion? o ter 


J Epictetus, Discourses 1.7.1,10-21 {'On the use of changing arguments, 
etc."} 


(1) Many people do not realize that the study of changing arguments, 
hypothetical arguments, arguments which become valid by being posed, 
and all arguments of this kind, has a bearing on proper function (see 42]. 
(2) [= 31R} (3) It is necessary to learn how one thing follows from others, 
and when one thing follows from one thing and when from many in 
combination. Presumably, then, this too must be mastered by whoever 
intends to conduct himself intelligently in argument, to demonstrate 
each thing hirnself in expounding it, to follow the demonstration of 
others, and not to be led astray by those who use sophistries in the guise of 
demonstrations. Thatis the reason for our study and exercise, which have 
proved themselves indispensable, concerning deductive arguments and 
modes. (4) But in some cases where we have granted the premises 
soundly such and such a canclusion follows trom them, and follows none 
the less for being false. What is my proper course of action? To accept the 
falsehood? How can I? To say that I conceded the premises unsoundly? 
No, that is not open to me either. That the conclusion does not follow 
from the premises conceded? No, nor is that. What then should I do in 
these cases? Or perhaps, just as having borrowed is not a sufficient 
condition of still owing, but a further necessary condition is retaining the 
debt and not having discharged it, so too having granted the premises is 
not a sufficient condition of being obliged to concede the conclusion, but 
a necessary condition is retaining one’s consent to them. Now if they 
remain to the end as they were when conceded, we are absolutely obliged 
to retain our consent to them and to accept what follows from them. 
<But if they change, we are not,> since for us and thanks to us the 
conclusion in question no longer follows, once we have abandoned our 
consent to the premises, Hence we need to investigate premises of this 
kind roo, and this way they have of shifting and changing, in virtue of 
which in the very course of question-and-answer or syilogistic reasoning 
or some other such procedure they undergo their changes and lead the 
unintelligent into perplexity through failure to appreciate what follows 
from them. Why need we? So that we should not, in this area, conduct 
ourselves improperly or haphazardly or confusedly. 


K Alexander, quoted by Simplicius, On Aristotle’s Physics 1299, 36- 
1300, 10 

Starting from these arguments it is possible to show that the Stoic 
propositions sometimes called ‘indeterminately changing’ propositions 
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are no such thing. An example is: ‘If Dion is alive, Dion will be alive.’ For 
although this is now true, having as it does the true antecedent ‘Dion is 
alive’ and the true consequent ‘He will be alive’, the time will come when 
the additional premise ‘But Dion is alive’ is true and yet the conditional 
will change to being false. This is because there will be a time when, 

: although ‘Dion is alive’ is still crue, ‘He also will be alive’ is not true. And 
when the latter is not true the whole conditional must change and 
become false. For ‘He will be alive’ is not true at all times at which ‘He is 
alive’ is true: that would make Dion immortal. On the other hand, it wiil 
not be possible to say definitely when it will be that he is alive but ‘He will 
be alive’ is not true. That is why they say that the change in propositions 
of this kind occurs at an indeterminate and indefinite ame. 


L Lucian, Philosophers for sale 22 (SVF 2.287, part) 


Chrysippus: Next you're going to hear the quite fascinating Veiled Argu- 
ment. Tell me, do you know your own father? Customer: Yes. Chrysippus: 
Well, if] place someone veiled in front of you and ask ‘Do you know this 
person?’, what will you say? Customer: Obviously that I don’t know him. 
Chrysippus; But in fact this person is your very own father. So if you 
don't know this person, you clearly don't know your own father. 


M Diogenes Laertius 7.75 


A plausible for ‘convincing'’] proposition is one which leads us to assent. 
For example: ‘If someone bore something, she is that thing’s mother.’ 
This is false, because the hen is not mother of her egg. 


N Gellius 11.12.1-3 (SVF 2.152; Diodorus ff, 7 Giannantoni, part) 


{1) Chrysippus said that every word is ambiguous by nature, since two or 
more meanings can be understood from it. (2) Bur Diodorus Cronus 


said: ‘No word is ambiguous. No one says or thinks anything 
ambiguous, and nothing should be held to be being said beyond what the 
speaker thinks he is saying. When you have understood something other 
than what I had in mind, { should be held to have spoken obscurely, 
father than ambiguously. For the characteristic of an ambiguous word 
would have had to be that whoever said it was saying two or more things. 
Buc no one is saying two or more things if he thinks that he is saying one.’ 


oe o Ammonius, On Aristotle's De interpretatione 38,17—20 (Diodorus fr. 7 
«Giannantoni, part) 


“! . É . ` TR 
iy <*" We will not accept the view of Diodorus the Dialectician that every 
f utterance is capable of signifying — in support of which he named one of 
his own slaves ‘However’, and others with other connectives. 
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P Diogenes Laertius 7.62 


An ambiguity is an expression which signifies two or even more things, 
properly expressed according to one and the same linguistic idiom. This 
expression consequently makes the plurality of meanings be understood 
simultaneously. 


Q Galen, On linguistic sophisms 4 (SVF 2.153, part) 


(1) We must take up their actual divisions of the so-called ‘ambiguities’. 
The more refined (Stoics) list eight. (2) One they call ‘common to the 
joined and the divided form’. For example, ‘auletris pesousa’, which is 
common to the word auletris, ‘flute-girl’ [auletris pesousa: ‘a flute-girl 
falling’] and the divided form (anle tris pesousa: ‘a hall thrice falling’]. (3) 
A second is due to equivocation in simple expressions, such as ‘manly’, 
which can describe a cloak [‘man’s’] and a person [‘brave’}. (4) A third 
kind is due to equivocation in complex expressions, such as ‘Man exists’. 
For che sentence is ambiguous as to whether it signifies that the substance 
exists or that the case [i.e. the noun| exists. (5) A fourth is due to omission, 
such as Of which are you?’ For the middle word is omitted, e.g. ‘master’, 
‘father’. (6) A fifth is due to pleonasm, for example ‘He forbade him not 
sail’, where the addition of ‘not’ renders the whole ambiguous as to 
whether what he forbade was sailing or not-sailing. (7) As sixth they list 
that which fails to clarify what non-signifying element is construed with 
what, as in ‘kat nu ken € parelasse’ (Homer, Iliad 23.382]. For the letter € 
could <begin a word [. . . epar elasse: ‘and he would have driven a liver’), 
enda word |[...kene...: ‘and she would have driven past empty’], or> be 
the disjunctive particle (‘and he would either have driven past, or .. .}. (8) 
Seventh is the one which fails to indicate what signifying element is 
construed with what, as in ‘Fifty men having a hundred did Achilles 
leave.’ (9) Eighth is the one which fails to indicate what refers to what, as 
youcan find in ‘Dion <isalso> Theon.’ For itis unclear whether it refers 
to the existence of both [‘Dion is, also Theon’], or to something such as 
“Dion is Theon’ or vice versa. 

R Diogenes Laertius 7.187 2 |. +7 cy te a oe 
[Chrysippus asked this riddle:] ‘If you say something, it goes through 
your mouth. But you say: A waggon. Therefore a waggon goes through 
your mouth.’ 


S Simplicius, On Aristotle’s Categories 24,13~20 


Hence in syllogisms which depend on equivocation the dialecticians 
advise us to ‘become quiescent’ until the questioner transfers the word to 
another sense. For example, ifsomeone asks whether the cloak is ‘manly’ 
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[see O3] we will agree (supposing that it is). And if he asks whether 
manly is brave, we will agree to this too, since it is true. But ifhe deduces 
that the cloak is therefore brave, at this point they advise us to distinguish 
the equivocation of ‘manly’ and to show that it has one sense in the case of 
the cloak, another in the case of someone who has manliness. 


D As B’s excerpt from the list of Chrysippus’ lost works exemplifies, the study of 


puzzles is even more central to Stoic logic than to other areas of Stoic thought 
(cf. 28A-B; 30E; 38A). This interest was an inheritance from the Stoics’ 
forerunner in logic, the Dialectical School, whose work may be represented in 
A, and it was further fostered by the Academics’ insistent use of puzzles in their 
attacks on the Stoics (as in H, I). Cf. B6. The title of a puzzle typically has the 
form ‘The x Argument’, where ‘x’ both indicates the example used and 
characterizes che puzzle itself. Thus che Horned Argument (‘Have you lost your 
horns?’, to which ‘Yes’ and ‘No’ seem equally compromising answers; cf. C) is 
not just about a man alleged to have horns, but is itself a dilemma. The classic 
Academic weapons were the Lying Argument and the Sorites. For the 
celebrated Lying Argument, propounded by Eubulides in the fourth century, 
see B 3, C, H 5-6. I. The Academics, as represented by the latter two texts, used 
it to challenge Stoic faith in bivalence (34C; 38G), and Plutarch in I interprets 
Chrysippus response as conceding some restriction on that principle: he gave no 
more than qualified approval to some negated conjunction of indefinite 
contradictories (for the logical form of which see 38E 6), probably ‘Not both: 
something is true, and it is false’. But the juxtaposition of titles in B 3 suggests 
that he rejected at least one device for achieving this restriction on bivalence, 
namely the ‘cutting’ of indefinite propositions. We might guess this to have been 
the analysis of ‘Something is true’, when the something is I am lying’, into 
component propositions, one truc, another false — c.g. ‘I regularly lic’ is true, but 
‘lam lying now’ is false. What was the alternative strategy by which Chrysippus 
incurred Plutarch’s charge without, we must assume, actually abandoning the 
principle of bivalence? One conjecture would be that he took ‘fam lying’ to 
change its truth valuc from false co crue during the course of utterance, For Stoic 
interest in ‘changing’ arguments, a consequence of the assumption of truch-at-a- 
time (sec on 34F), see J, K, and cf. A 5, 9. 

For the Soritcs, or 'Heaper Argument’, sec C-H 4. The title in effect covers all 
‘Little-by-little’ arguments which exploit the absence of a sharp boundary 
between contrary predicates (cf. 51G; 70D-E). Here too ‘cutting’ was 
apparently one of the proposed solutions not unhesitatingly accepted by 
Chrysippus (G). Perhaps in this case it involved the careful qualification of one's 
answers, E.g. Is 10 the highest numerical valuc of ‘few’? Yes and no. Yes for a 
cricket team, no for a rugby team, or a quartet; etc. 

Chrysippus himself seems to have made two recommendations. One was 
primarily procedural: stop answering (‘become quiescent’) before you get to the 
difficult cases (H 3; less carefully reported in F; for the terminology, cf. $). The 
other (exemplified at D and conjecturally attributable to Chrysippus himself via 
a Comparison with 3BE 6 and 51G) is to formulate cach step not as a conditional 
butasa negated conjunction, c.g. ‘Not both: 4 are few, but 5 are not few.’ While 
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a conditional formulation would, on Chrysippus’ view (see 35A6 and 
commentary), have amounted to the evidently false claim chat '4 are few but $ 
are not few’ is self-contradictory, the negated conjunction allows the more 
reasonable interpretation thae thanks to che similarity of 4 to 5 this conjunction is 
so hard to believe as to merit denial. Even the Stoic sage assents to merely 
‘convincing’ propositions in those cases where certainty is unobtainable (42I-J). 
The main advantage discernible is that now no universal conceptual principle is 
being assumed, which would have made ‘n are few’ entail ‘n + 1 are few’ for all 
values of n. Thus there may be a specific false step. Which one it is is perhaps 
irremediably obscure to man, as was said in another context of the answer to the 
question whether the number of stars is odd or even (cf. A 5; 68R 3). Therefore 
the only proper procedure will be to play safe by the ‘quiescence’ tactic. But the 
faith that such a cut-off point exists, even undetectably, may have seemed 
enough to undo most of the damage done by the Sorites. 

Other types of paradox can only be briefly noted here. The Veiled Argument 
(B4, L) from a modern viewpoint raises questions about substitution in 
‘opaque’ contexts, but its precise place in Stoic discussions is unknown. For the 
‘Not-someone Argument’ (B 5), see 30E. For the Mowing Argument (C), see 
381, and cf. 31M. 

Ambiguity is not invoked in A’s analysis of sophisms, possibly representing 
the Dialectical school. This is perhaps because the school’s leader, Diodorus, 
denied all ambiguity: N. Diodorus arrived at this denial by equating meaning 
with speaker’s meaning (probably the basis of the story in O), and Chrysippus, 
in response (N, P), rescued ambiguity by insisting on the lexical character of 
meaning. He thus licensed the Stoic classification of ambiguities in Q, which 
provides plentiful material for the resolution of fallacies (cf. S). We are not told 
why Chrysippus claimed that every word is ambiguous (N 1), but Q 4 would 
suggest an adequate ground, namely that every word, in addition to its regular 
signification(s), is also its own name. This point, frivolously illustrated by the 
sophism in R and 330, was in fact crucially important in a language which 
lacked the device of quotation marks. 


The material in this section can be interestingly compared with Aristotle, On 
sophistical refutations. 


38 Modality eee 
A Epictetus, Discourses 2.19.1-5 (Diodorus fr. 24 Giannantoni, part) 


(t) These seem to be the sort of starting-points from which the Master 
Argument is posed. (2) The following three propositions mutually 
conflict: ‘Every past truth is necessary’; ‘Something impossible does not 
follow from something possible’; and ‘There is something possible 
which neither is nor will be true.’ (3) Diodorus saw this conflict and 
exploited the convincingness of the first two to establish the conclusion 
that ‘Nothing which neither is nor will be true is possible.” (4) Now some 
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will retain the pair ‘There is something possible which neither is nor will 
be true’ and ‘Something impossible does not follow from something 
possible’, but deny that ‘Every past truth is necessary.’ This seems to have 
been the line taken by Cleanthes and his circle, and was in general 
endorsed by Antipater. (5) Whereas others will retain the other pair, that 
‘There is something which neither is nor will be true’, and that ‘Every 
past truth is necessary’, but hold that something impossible does follow 
from something possible. (6) To retain all three is impossible because of 
their mutual conflict. So if someone asks me. ‘Which of them do you 
retain?’ I shall answer ‘I don’t know; but my information is that 
Diodorus retained the first pair I mentioned, the circles of Panchoides (I 
think) and Cleanthes the second pair, and Chrysippus and his circle the 
third pair.’ 


B Alexander, On Aristotle’s Prior analytics 183,34—184,10 (Diodorus fr. 
27 Giannantoni, part) 


(1) He [Aristotle, Prior analytics 1, 34a12] may possibly be talking also 
about the issue ‘What things are possible?’, and about the so-called 
‘Diodorean’ answer, ‘What either is or will be’. For Diodorus set down as 
possible only what either is or, in any event, will be. According to him, 
for me to be in Corinth was possible if I was in Corinth or if I was, in any 
event, going to be; if not, it was not even possible. And for the child to 
become literate was possible if he was, in any event, going to be. It is to 
establish this that Diodorus’ Master Argument is posed. (2) And likewise 
about Philo’s answer. This was: ‘That which is predicated in accordance 
with the bare fimess of the subject, even if it is prevented from coming 
about by some necessary external factor.’ On this basis he said that it was 
possible for chaff in atomic dissolution to be burnt, and likewise chaff at 
the bottom of the sea, while it was there, even though the circumstances 
necessarily prevented it. 


C Boethius, On Aristotle's De interpretatione 234,22-6 (Diodorus fr. 28 
Giannantoni, part) 


Diodorus defines the possible as ‘what is or will be’, the impossible as 
‘what, being false, will not be true’, the necessary as ‘what, being true, 
will not be false’, and the non-necessary as ‘what either is now, or will be, 


false’. 
D Diogenes Laertius 7.75 


Further, some propositions are possible, some impossible, and some 
necessary, some non-necessary. Possible is that which admits of being 
true and which is not prevented by external factors from being true, such 
as ‘Diocles is alive.’ Impossible is that which does not admit of being true 
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<or admits of being true but is prevented by external factors from being 
true> , such as ‘The earth flies.’ Necessary is that which is true and does 
not admit of being false, or admits of being false but is prevented by 
external factors from being false, such as ‘Virtue is beneficial.’ Non- 
necessary is that which both is true and is capable of being false, and is not 
prevented by external factors from being false, such as ‘Dion is walking.’ 


E Cicero, On fate 12-15 me 


(1) Be careful, Chrysippus, not to desert your cause, the one in which you 
battle mightily with the powerful dialectician Diodorus. For if this is a 
crue conditional, ‘If someone was born at the rising of the Dogstar, he 
will not die at sea’, so is this one, ‘If Fabius was born at the rising of the 
Dogstar, Fabius will not die at sea.’ Therefore these propositions conflict 
with each other: that Fabius was born at the rising of the Dogstar, and 
that Fabius will die at sea. And since in Fabius’ case the premise that he 
was born at the rising of the Dogstar is certain, there is also a conflict 
berween the proposition that Fabius exists and the proposition that he 
will die at sea. Hence the conjunction ‘Both: Fabius exists, and Fabius will 
die at sea’ is one of incompatible conjuncts, because it is incapable of 
happening as stated. Hence ‘Fabius will die at sea’ belongs to the class of 
impossibilities. Therefore everything falsely stated about the future 
cannot happen. (2) But this conclusion is repugnant to you, Chrysippus, 
and it is on it that your main quarrel with Diodorus rests. For Diodorus 
says that only that is possible which either is true or will be true; that 
whatever will be is necessary; and that whatever will not be is impossible. 
(3) You say that even things which will not be are possible. For example, 
that this jewel be broken, even if that will never be the case. And you say 
that it had not been necessary that Cypselus should rule in Corinth, even 
though the oracle of Apollo had foretold it a thousand year years ‘earlier. (4) 
But if you are going to endorse these divine predictions you will also hold 
things falsely said about the future to be in such a class that they cannot 
happen, so that if it be said that Scipio will take Carthage, and if that is 
truly said about the future and it will be thus, you must say that it is 
necessary. And that is precisely Diodorus’ anti-Stoic view. (s) For if ‘If 
you were bom at the rising of the Dogstar, you will not die at sea’ is a true 
conditional, and the antecedent in it, ‘You were bom at the rising of the 
Dogstar’, is necessary — for all past truths are necessary, as Chrysippus 
holds contrary to the view of his teacher Cleanthes, because past facts are 
immutable and cannot change from true to false — if, as I say, the 
antecedent is necessary, the consequent also comes out necessary. 
Chrysippus admittedly does not consider this rule universally valid. But 
the fact remains that if there is a natural cause for Fabius’ not dying at sea, 
Fabius cannot die at sea. (6) At this point Chrysippus loses his cool. He 
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hopes that the Chaldaeans and other seers can be cheated, and that they 
will so use connectives as not to put their theorems in the form ‘If 
someone was born at the rising of the Dogstar, he will not die at sea’, but 
rather so as to say ‘Not both: someone was born at the rising of the 
Dogstar, and he will die at sea.” What hilarious self-indulgence! To avoid 
collapsing into Diodorus’ position, he teaches the Chaldaeans how they 
should express their theorems! 


F Alexander, On Aristotle’s Prior analytics 177,25—178,1 (SVF 2.202a, . 


part) Fos 774 


Chrysippus, saying that nothing prevents something impossible follow- 
ing even from something possible, makes no reply to Aristotle's proof, 
but tries by means of some unsoundly constructed examples to prove 
that things are not so. He says that in the conditional ‘If Dion is dead, this 
one is dead’, which is true when Dion is being demonstratively referred 
to, the antecedent ‘Dion is dead’ is possible, since it can one day become 
true that Dion is dead; but ‘This one is dead’ is impossible. For when Dion 
has died the proposition ‘This one is dead’ is destroyed, the object of the 
demonstrative reference no longer existing. For demonstrative reference 
is appropriate to, and is said of, a living being. So if “This one’ is no longer 
possible once he is dead, nor does Dion come to be again, so that ‘This one 
is dead’ can be said of him, ‘This one is dead’ is impossible. 


G Cicero, On fate 20-1 


Chrysippus uses the following argument: ‘If there is motion without a 
cause, not every proposition (what the dialecticians call axioma) will be 


40,59 FDS 38 
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either true or false, since anything lacking efficient causes will be neither 
true nor false, But every proposition is either true or false. Therefore 
there is no motion without a cause. If this is so, everything that happens 
happens through antecedent causes — in which case, everything happens 
through fate. The result is that everything that happens happens through 


fate. [continued at 20E] 





4 
H Alexander, On fate, 176,14—24 FDS 4009 


To say that even if all things happen by fate the possible and the 
contingent are not eliminated, because that which nothing prevents from 
happening is possible even if it does not happen, and that the 
contradictories of things which happen by fate are not prevented, so that 
they are possible even if they do not happen; and to adduce as proof that 
they are not prevented from happening the fact that the things 
Preventing them are unknown to, us although they exist in any case 
(since the causes which destine their céntradictories to happen are also the 
causes of their not happening, if, as they say, it is impossible that identical 
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correspondence theory of truth (G; see previous paragraph) made every past- 
tensed truth dependent on a set of bona fide past facts. He therefore (A 5—6) 
shifted the attack to Proposition 2, with the ingenious counter-example 
recorded in F (see further, 34 commentary). 

A different strategy is preserved in E 4-6. Directly derivable from Proposi- 
tion 2 of the Master Argument is the rule that what follows from a necessary 
proposition is itselfnecessary. Chrysippus may have held his counter-example to 
Proposition 2 to invalidate this rule too (E 5, penultimate sentence), but on this 
occasion he assumed, at least for the sake of argument, that it was valid. Now 
Chrysippus was a firm believer in divination (see 42; 55), and hence in laws | 
which derived truths about the future from truths abour the past. Buc, the 
challenge runs, since the truths about the past are necessary (by Proposition ! of 
the Master Argument), the truths about the future which follow from them will 
themselves be necessary, according to the above-mentioned rule. Chrysippus, in 
response, rightly notes that while a transitive property like necessity 1s indeed 
transmitted from one proposition to another in a conditional, which asserts a 
relation of logical dependence fit is not so transmitted in a negated conjunction, if 
which asserts no direct logical connexion between the two conjoined 
propositions. For the distinction see 35A 6, B 4, and commentary. And since 
laws of divination assert empirical rather than logical connexions between past 
and future truths, the negated conjunction is indeed the appropriate means of 
formulating them. Thus the necessity of future truths is not, at least, a 
consequence of divination. 
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A Diogenes Laertius 7.49-51 (SVF 2.52, s5, 61) 
[Diocles of Magnesia says] (1) ‘It is the Stoics’ policy to give primary 
position to the account which deals with impression [phantasia] and 
sense-perception, in as much as the criterion which decides the truth of | .. 
things is generically an impression, and in as much as the account which 
deals with assent and cognition and thinking, while it precedes the rest, is 
not composed without impression. (2) For the impression arises first, and 
then thought, which has the power of utterance, expresses in language 
what it experiences by the agency of the impression. (3) An impression is 
different from a figment [phantasma]. A figment is the kind of fanciful 
thought which occurs in dreams, whereas an impression is a printing in 
the soul: i.e., an alteration, as Chrysippus suggests in his On soul; for the 
Printing should not be taken to be like that of a signet-ring, since it is 
impossible for there to be many such prints at the same time affecting the 
same subject . . . (4) They divide impressions into those which are sensory 
and those which are not. Sensory impressions are ones obtained through 
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one or more sense-organs, non-sensory are ones obtained through 
thought such as those of the incorporeals and of the other things acquired 
by reason. (5) Some sensory impressions arise from what is, and are 
accompanied by yielding and assent. But impressions also include 
appearances which are quasi-products of what is. (6) Furthermore, some 
impressions are rational, and others non-rational. Those of rational 
animals are rational, while those of non-rational animals are non- 
rational. Rational impressions are thought processes; irrational ones are 
nameless. (7) Also, some impressions are expert and others not: a work of 
art is viewed in one way by an expert and differently by a non-expert.’ 


B Aetius 4.12.1-5 (SVF 2.54, part) an i 


(1) Chrysippus says that these four [i.e., impression (phantasia), impressor 
(phantaston), imagination (phantastikon), figment (phantasma)] are all 
different. (2) An impression is an affection occurring in the soul, which 
reveals itself and its cause. Thus, when through sight we observe 
something white, the affection is what is engendered in the soul through 
vision; and it is this affection which enables us to say that there is a white 
object which activates us. Likewise when we perceive through touch and 
smell. (3) The word ‘impression’ [phantasia] is derived from ‘light’ [phas]; 
just as light reveals itself and whatever else it includes in its range, so 
impression reveals itself and its cause. (4) The cause of an impression is an 
impressor: e.g., something white or cold or everything capable of 
activating the soul. ($) Imagination is an empty attraction, an affection in 
the soul which arises from no impressor, as when someone shadow-boxes 
or strikes his hands against thin air; for an impression has some im pressor 
as its object, but imagination has none. (6) A figment is that to which we 
are attracted in the empty attraction of imagination; it occurs in people 
who are melancholic and mad. 
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C Cicero, Academica 2.21 : 


[Speaker: the Antiochean Lucullus in defence of Stoic epistemology] (1) 
Those characteristics which belong to the things we describe as being 
cognized by the senses are equally characteristic of that further set of 
things said to be cognized not by the senses directly but by them in a 
certain respect, e.g., ‘That is white, this is sweet, that is melodious, this is 
fragrant, this is bitter.’ Our cognition of these is secured by the mind, not 
the senses. (2) Next, 'That isa horse, that isa dog.’ (3) The rest of the series 
then follows, connecting bigger items which virtually include complete 
cognition of things, like ‘If it is a human being, it is a mortal, rational 
animal.’ (4) From this class (ie. mental perceptions in general] 
conceptions of things are imprinted on us, without which there can be no 
understanding or investigation or discussion of anything. 
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D Diogenes Laertius 7.53 (SVF 2.87, part) : 
(1) It is by confrontation that we come to think of sense-objects. (2) By 
similarity, things based on thoughts of something related, like Socrates 
on the basis of a picture. (3) By analogy, sometimes by magnification, as 
in the case of Tityos and Cyclopes, sometimes by diminution, as in the 
case of the Pigmy; also the idea of the centre of the earth arose by analogy 
on the basis of smailer spheres. (4) By transposition, things like eyes on 
the chest. (5) By combination, Hippocentaur. (6) By opposition, death. 
(7) Some things are also conceived by transition, such as sayables and 
place. (8) The idea of something just and good is acquired ea K 


That of being without hands, for instance, by privation. 


E Aetius 4.11.1-4 (SVF 2.83) 


(1) When a man is born, the Stoics say, he has the commanding-part of 
his soul like a sheet of paper ready for writing upon. On this he inscribes 
each one of his conceptions. (2) The first method of inscription is through 
the senses. For by perceiving something, e.g. white, they have a memory 
of it when it has departed. And when many memories of a similar kind 
have occurred, we then say we have experience. For the plurality of 
similar impressions is experience. (3) Some conceptions arise naturally in 
the aforesaid ways and undesignedly, others through our own instruc- 
tion and attention. The latter are called ‘conceptions’ only, the former are 
called ‘preconceptions’ as well. (4) Reason, for which we are called 
rational, is said to be completed from our preconceptions during our first 
seven years. 


F Plutarch, On common conceptions 1084F-1085A (SVF 2.847, part) 


Conception is a kind of impression, and impression is a printing in the 
soul ... They [the Stoics] define conceptions as a kind of stored 
thoughts, and memories as permanent and static printings. 


G Sextus Empiricus, Against the professors 7.242—6 (SVF 2.65, part) 


{The Stoics say] (1) Of impressions, some are convincing, others 
unconvincing, others simultaneously convincing and unconvincing, and 
others neither convincing nor unconvincing. (2) Convincing are ones 
which produce an even movement in the soul, e.g., at this moment, that 
it is day and that I am talking, and everything which maintains a similar 
obviousness. (3) Unconvincing are ones which are not like this but make 
us decline to assent, e.g., ‘If it is day, the sun is not above the earth’, ‘If itis 
dark, it is day.’ (4) Convincing and unconvincing are ones which, 
according to their relative disposition, are sometimes of one kind and 
sometimes of another kind, such as the impressions of insoluble 
arguments. (5) Neither convincing nor unconvincing are ones which are 
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impressions of such things as ‘The number of the stars is odd’, ‘The 
number of the stars is even.’ (6) Of the convincing (or unconvincing) [a 
misleading addition by Sextus or an interpolator], some are true, others 
false, others true and false, and others neither true nor false. (7) True are 
ones of which itis possible to make a true assertion, e.g., at the present ‘It 
is day’ or “Its light.'(8) False are ones of which it is possible to make a false 
assertion, ¢.g., that the oar under the water is bent, or that the colonnade 
gets narrower. (9) True and false are ones like the impression Orestes had 
of Electra in his madness: in so far as he had an impression of an existing 
thing it was true ~ for Electra existed — but in so far as he had an 
impression of a Fury it was false — for there was no Fury. So too a 
dreamer’s false and vacuous attraction when his impression of Dion, who 
is alive, is of Dion's actual presence. (10) Neither true nor false are the 
generic ones. [continued ar 30F] 


O The texts of this section should be studied in conjunction with material in 53 
where ‘impression’ is created in relation to the other facuities of che soul. Here 
our focus is on the mental experiences which the Stoics considered to be founded 
on impressions, the cognitive value of those experiences, and the relation 
between impressions of the outside world received through the senses and the 
formaton of concepts. The fundamental criterial role ascribed to ‘cognitive’ 
impressions specifically is treated in 40. 

Our translation of phantasia by ‘impression’ seeks to capture the Stoics’ own 
elucidation of the term (A 3}, while it also places this within the modem 
empirical tradition that they have influenced. The notion of an imprint in their 
usage gets its particular point from the assumption chat any such ‘affection’ 
requires a corresponding ‘impressor’ as its cause (B 4). Through the mediation of 
the senses, external objects impress their sensory characteristics on the soul, and 
the resultant affection or impression ‘reveals . . . its cause’ (B 2), i.e. the object, 
This account, however, by itself does not explain awareness by the recipient of 
the revelation. That point seems to be covered by the statement (B 2-3) thar the 
impression ‘reveals itself’, analogously to light. The comparison suggests thar 
impressions are self-revealing in the sense that they make their recipient aware of 
their occurrence — i.e., aware of the objects that they reveal. The texes do nat 
imply that impressions are internal pictures or images, so that what we perceive 
is images of objects. Rather, like light, impressions are the illumination of, or 
means of our observing, actual things. And just as light can vary in its 
illuminating effects, so sense~impressions can vary in the clarity and distinctness 
with which they represent their objective causes. The claim that every 
impression has a corresponding impressor does nor imply that every impression 
will be an equally clear and distinct indication of its object. Impressions as a class. 
however, are distinguished from the ‘imagination’ of ‘figments’, which refers to 
purely illusory states, produced in the mentally abnormal without any 
‘impressor’ (A3, B 5-6). 

An impression is not a belief (see 41). To have an impression is simply to 
entertain an idea, without any implication of commitment to it, We may put 
this point by saying that a Stoic impression is not an impression that something t5 
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the case — which, in modern English, does imply some degree of belief— but just 
an impression of something’s being the case. (In a cinema we get the impression 
of John Wayne's being on the screen in front of us, bur not of course the 
impression that John Wayne is on the screen in front of us.) Belief consists in the 
mind’s positive reaction to an impression, its ‘assent’ co it (see Zeno’s celebrated 
hand simile, 41A 1-3). 

The general thrust of A and B is to affirm the normal reliability of impressions, 
treating sensory ones as paradigmatic (cf. 41B 3), without raising questions 
about problem cases or the differences berween certainly reliable impressions 
and all others. Notwithstanding the elaborate classifications of G, which does 
not even get to the ‘cognitive impression’ (see the continuation in 40E) and 
includes examples of highly complex impressions, the Stoics probably took the 
majority of impressions to be cognitive (cf. A §) and to comprise most basically 
impressions of simple sensory objects (cf. B2, 4). 

Such objects provide the foundations of all conceptions (E 1-2), which arise 
most pnimitively by ‘confrontation’ (D1). In interpreting the ‘priority’ of 
impression ta thought (A 2) and of sense-perception to other means of concept- 
formation, priority should be taken to include both temporal and logical 
prionty. The first impressions of an infant, like those of other animals, are pre- 
conceptual or non-rational, providing as they do the basic materials for chose 
conceptions which constitute the emergence of reason in the developing human 
{E 2—4). Apart from this chronological priority, sense-impressions seem ta be 
envisaged as logically prior to the operations of reason (A I~2, cf. C). This is 
intelligible in the sense that the mind's reacting to its sense-impressions 
presupposes their occurrence. Yetin the mature human being all impressions are 
‘rational’ or ‘thought processes’ (A 6), and all conceptions are themselves ‘a kind 
of impression’ (F}. This suggests that al] impressions of marire human beings are 
envisaged to have a propositional content, and chat we assent to impressions (e.g. 
40B 1) by assenting to their corresponding lekta or propositions, which are the 
proper objects of assent (see 331, and Arcesilaus’ criticism in 41C 8). Notice too 
that the truth and falsehood of impressions are defined in terms of the kinds of 
assertions that can be made of them (G 7-8). So understood. rational impressions 
of the external world will not imply a theory that the mind receives raw data 
which it subsequently interprets. Rather, we should take it that rational 
impressions themselves represent their objects in ways that presuppose language 
and concepts: minimally “This is white’ etc. (C 1). The rationality of all mature 
human impressions presumes that the mind's stock of conceptions is immedi- 
ately activated when a sense-impression is received, with the result that che 
impression presents its object in a conceptualized form. There will of course be a 
richness and subjectivity to rational impressions — my manner of seeing, hearing 
etc. — which endows these mental events with characteristics that are not fully 
reproducible in their corresponding propositions (see 33 commentary). Just so, 
how an expert views an object will be different from the layman's impression 
(A7). 

Since all states of awareness involve impressions (see 53 commentary), their 
objects include, under the heading of ‘non-sensory impressions’ (A 4), both 
corporeal items, ¢.g. god (cf. 40P), and incorporcals (see 27). The former present 
no special problems for the Stoics, since they can be presumed to have a causal 
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effect on the mind via their effect on the world; and the Stoics’ anxiety, 
wherever possible, to emplay a corparealist account of awareness is shown by 
their claim chat even the virtues are bodies and perceptible (see 60R, S). The 
incotporeals remained intractable to such an account. Thar the Stoics 
acknowledged this is clear from their attempt to find a relationship other than 
causal to fit the case (see 27E). The claim there chat the commanding-faculty ‘is 
impressed in relation to sayables’ and not physically ‘by them’ is too mysterious 
to explain the process. Perhaps, however, we should connect it with ‘transinon’, 
a method by which incorporeals are said to be conceived (D 7); this refers, we 
suggest, to the mind’s capacity co abstract, e.g. the idea of place from particular 
bodies. (For the philosophical contexts in which these incorporeals were 
isolated, see 27; 33; 49; 51; 55). 

in any event, transition, along with the other mental processes listed in D, 
helps to provide the mind with all objects ot thought which are not simply che 
particular memories (‘permanent printings’, F} of its sense-impressions. The 
natural accumulation of experience of perceptible objects, through “many 
memories of a similar kind’, results in generic impressions or ‘conceptions’ of 
man, horse, white etc. (E: cf. C, 40N). As universal ‘concepts’, the objects of 
these impressions are ‘figments’ of choughe (30A 1), which lack any correspond- 
ing ‘impressor’ in the external world, since there is no generic man etc. to 
impress the senses. The conceptions themselves, however. differ from imagina- 
tion and its figments (B 5—6), in being the way rational beings ‘naturally ... and 
undesignedly’ (E 3) interpret their experience of the world; and so they retain 
the status of impressions through their foundation in sense-perception (cf. 40M, 
N; 41B3). To indicate these characterisnics of basic conceptualization, the Stoics 
called naturally acquired generic impressions ‘preconceptions’, using this term 
to distinguish them from conceptions thar are culturally determined or 
deliberately acquired (cf. Epicureanism, 17). As the stuff of reason itself (E 4), 
preconceptions have a fundamencal role as criteria of truch (see 40). 


The priority accorded to impressions (A 1-2) suits their fundamental role in the 
philosophy quite generally. Sayables are defined by reference to rational 
impressions (33C), which also help to define scientific knowledge (31B 6} and 
the diaJectica} virtue of 'non-randomness' (31B 5). As one of the partitions of 
‘significations’ (31A 7), impressions are acknowledged, along with language 
itself, to be a way of interpreting experience. Thus they are basic to che Stoics’ 
analysis of impulse and action (cf, 40H 2-3; 53A 4, P, Q,S), and to their moral 
evaluation of these (cf. 56C 7; 65X, Y). The self-conscious use or scrutiny of 


impressions is Epictetus’ favourite way of referring to moral intelligence at work 
(62K, 63E). 


40 The criteria of truth a 6 SR as , 
A Diogenes Laertius 7.54 (including SVF 2.105, Posidonius fr. 42) 


(1) They [the Stoics] say that the cognitive impression is the criterion of 


truth, ie. the impression arising from what is. This is what Chrysippus 
Says in the second book of his Physics, and also Antipater and 
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Apollodorus. {2} Boethus admits a number of criteria — intellect, sense- 
perception, desire and scientific knowledge. (3) And Chrysippus, at 
variance with himself, says in the first of his books On reason chat sense- 
perception and preconception are the criteria; preconception is a natural 
conception of universals. (4) Some of the older Stoics admit right reason 
as a criterion, as Posidonius says in his book On the criterion. 





B Cicero, Academica 1.40-1 (SVF 1.55, 61, 60, part) 


(Speaker: the Antiochean Varro in defence of Stoic epistemology] (1) He 
[Zeno] made a great many changes in the third division of philosophy. 
First, he made some new statements about sense-perceptions themselves, 
regarding them as compounded out of a sort of blow provided from 
outside . . . bur adding to these impressions received as it were by the 
senses the mind's assent, which he took to be located within us and 
voluntary. (2) He did not attach reliability co all impressions bur only to 
those which have a peculiar power of revealing their objects. Since this 
impression is discerned just by itself, he called it ‘cognitive’ [katalepton} 
. . - (3) But once it had been received and accepted, he called it a ‘grasp’ 
[cognition], resembling things grasped by the hand. [continued at 41B} 


C Diogenes Laertius 7.46 (SVF 2.53, part) 


(1) Of impressions, one kind is cognitive, the other incognitive. (2) The 
cognitive, which they [the Stoics] say is che criterion of things, ts that 
which arises from what is and is stamped and impressed exactly in 
accordance with whatis. (3) The incognitive is either that which does not 
arise from what is, or from thar which ts but not exactly in accordance 
with what is: one which is not clear or distinct. 


D Cicero, Academica 2.77-8 (following 680} 


[Speaker: Cicero on behalf of the New Academy] (1) We may take him 
[Arcesilaus] to have asked Zeno what would happen if the wise man 
could not cognize anything and it was the mark of the wise man not to 
opine. (2) Zeno, [ imagine, replied that the wise man would not opine 
since there was something cognitive. (3) What then was this? Zeno, I 
suppose, said: an impression. (4) What kind of impression? Zeno then 
defined it as an impression stamped and reproduced from something 
which is, exactly as it is. ($) Arcesilaus next asked whether this was still 
valid if a true impression was just like a false one. (6) At this point Zeno 
was sharp enough to see that ifan impression from what is were such that 
an impression from what is not could be just like it, there was no 
cognitive impression. (7) Arcesilaus agreed that it was right to add this to 
the definition, since neither a false impression nor a true one would be 
cognitive if the latter were just such as even a false one could be. (8) But he 
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applied all his force to this point of the argument, in order to show that no 
impression arising from something true is such that an impression arising 
from something false could not also be just like it. (9) This is the one 
controversial issue which has lasted up to the present. [continued at 69H] 


E Sextus Empiricus, Against the professors 7.247~$2 (SVF 2.65, part) 


{1) Of true impressions, some are cognitive, others not. (2) Non- 
cognitive are ones peaple experience when they are in abnormal states. 
For very large numbers of people who are deranged or melancholic take 
in an impression which is true but non-cognitive, and arises purely 
externally and fortuitously, so thac they often do not respond to it 
positively and do not assent to it. (3) A cognitive impression is one which 
arises from what is and is stamped and impressed exactly in accordance 
with what is, of such a kind as could not arise from whatis not. Since they 
[the Stoics} hold that this impression is capable of precisely grasping 
objects, and is stamped with all their peculiarities in a craftsmanlike way, 
they say that it has each one of these as an attribute. (4) First of all, its 
arising from what is; for many impressions have their origin in what is 
not, as happens with the insane, and these are not cognitive. (5) Secondly, 
its being both from what is and exactly in accordance with what is; for 
some impressions, though they are from what is, do not represent exactly 
what is, as for instance in the case of the insane Orestes . . . [see 39G 9) (6) 
Furthermore, its being stamped and impressed, so that all the impressors’ 
peculiarities are stamped on it in a craftsmanlike way . . . For, just as the 
seals on rings always stamp all their markings precisely on the wax, so 
those who have cognition of objects should notice all their peculiarities, 
(7} ‘Of such a kind as could not arise from what is not’ was added by the 
Stoics, since the Academics did not share their view of the impossibility 
of finding a totally indiscernible {but false} impression. For the Stoics say 
that one who has the cognitive impression fastens on the objective 
difference of things in a craftsmanlike way, since this kind of impression 
has a peculiarity which differentiates it from other impressions, just as 
homed snakes are different from others. 


F Diogenes Laertius 7.177 (SVF 1.625) and Athenaeus 354E (SVF 1.624, 
part) 


(1) Sphaerus . . . went to Ptolemy Philopator at Alexandria. One day a 
conversation took place on whether the wise man would opine, and 
Sphaerus said that he would not. Wishing to refute him, the king ordered 
wax pomegranates to be placed before him. (2) Sphaerus was deceived 
and the king cried out that he had given his assent to a false impression. 
Sphaerus gave him a shrewd answer, saying that his assent was not [to the 
impression] that they were pomegranates but {to the impression] that 1t 
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was reasonable that they were pomegranates. (3) He pointed out that the 
cognitive impression is different from the reasonable one... The former 
is incapable of deceiving, but the reasonable impression can turn out 
otherwise. 


G Plutarch, On common conceptions tosgp—c (SVF 2.33) 


(1) One Stoic said that in his opinion it was not by chance but by divine 
providence that Chrysippus came after Arcesilaus and before Carneades, 
the former of whom initiated the violence and offence against com- 
mon sense, while the latter was the most productive of the Academics. 
(2) For by coming between them, Chrysippus with his rejoinders to 
Arcesilaus also fenced in the cleverness of Carneades; he left sense- 
perception many reinforcements, for it to stand siege as it were, and 
entirely removed the confusion regarding preconceptions and concep- 
tions by articulating each one and assigning it to its appropriate place. 


H Sextus Empiricus, Against the professors 7.402-10 


(1) [With regard to the definition of the cognitive impression, E 3] 
Cameades says that he will concede the rest of 1 to the Stoics, but not the 
clause ‘of such a kind as could not arise from what isnot’. For impressions 
arise from what is not as well as from what is. (2) The fact that they are 
found to be equally self-evident and striking is an indication of their 
indiscernibility, and an indication of their being equally self-evident and 
striking is the fact that the consequential actions are linked to [both kinds 
of impression]. Just as in waking states a thirsty man gets pleasure from 
drinking and someone who flees from a wild beast or any other terror 
shouts and screams, so too in dreams people sausfy their thirst and think 
they are drinking from a spring, and it is just the same with the fear of 
those who have nightmares .. . Just as in normal states too we believe and 
assent to very clear appearances, behaving towards Dion, for instance, as 
Dion and towards Theon as Theon, so too in madness some people have 
the similar experience. When Heracles was deranged, he got an 
impression from his own children as though they were those of 
Eurystheus, and he attached the consequential action to this impression, 
which was to kill his enemy’s children, as he did. (3) If then impressions 
are cognitive in so far as they induce us to assent and to attach to them the 
consequential action, since false impressions are plainly of this kind too, 
we must say that incognitive ones are indiscernible from the cognitive. -. 
(4) The Academics are no less effective in proving indiscernibility with 
Fespect to stamp and impression. They confront the Stoics with 
appearances. In the case of things which are similar in shape but different 
objectively it is impossible to distinguish the cognitive impression from 
that which is false and incognitive. E.g. if I give the Stoic first one and 
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then another of two exactly similar eggs to discriminate, will the wise 
man, by focusing on them, be able to say infallibly that the one egg he is 
being shown is this one rather than that one? The same argument applies 
in the case of twins. For the virtuous man will get a false impression, 
albeit one from what is and imprinted and stamped exactly in accordance 
with what is, if the impression he gets from Castor is one of Polydeuces. 


I Cicero, Academica 2.57 


|Speaker: the Antiochean Lucullus] (1) I will even concede that the wise 
man himself, who is the subject of this whole discussion, when he 
experiences similar things which he cannot keep distinct, will withhold 
his assent and will never assent to any impression unless it is of a kind 
which a false one could not be. (2) But just as he has a specific expertise 
which enables him to distinguish the true from the false in other matters, 
so he has to apply practice to those similarities you adduce. Just as a 
mother can distinguish between her twins by the habit of her eyes, so you 
will do if you practise. 


J Cicero, Academica 2.83-5 


(Speaker: Cicero on behalf of the New Academy] (1) There are four 
headings to prove there is nothing which can be known, cognized or 
grasped, which is the subject of this whole controversy. The first of these 
is that some false impression does exist. (2) The second, that it is not 
cognitive. (3) The third, that impressions between which there is no 
difference cannot be such that some are cognitive and others not. (4) The 
fourth, that no true impression arises from sensation which does not have 
alongside it another impression no different from it which is not 
cognitive. (5) Everyone accepts the second and third of these headings. 
Epicurus does not grant the first, but you [Stoics and sympathizers], with 
whom we are dealing, admit that one too. The entire battle is about the 
fourth. (6) If someone looking at Publius Servilius Geminus thought he 
was looking at Quintus, he was experiencing an impression of the 
incognitive kind because there was no mark distinguishing the true from 
the false. With that difference removed, what mark could he have of the 
kind which could not be false for recognizing Gaius Cotta who was twice 
consul with Geminus? (7) You say that such a degree of similarity does 
not exist in things . . . we will allow that for sure. Yet it can certainly 
appear to exist and therefore deceive the sense, and if a single likeness has 
done that, it will have made everything doubtful. With that criterion 
removed which is the proper instrument of recognition, even if the man 
you are looking at is just the man you think you are looking at, you will 
not make the judgement with the mark you say you ought to, viz. one of 
a kind of which a false mark could not be... (8) You say that everything 
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is in a class of its own and that nothing is the same as something else. That 
is certainly a Stoic thesis and not a very plausible one — that no hair or 
grain of sand is in all respects of the same character as another hair or 
grain. (9) These claims can be refuted, but I don't want to fighe. It makes 
no difference to the matter in hand whether a visual object is no different 
in every one of its parts, or even if it does differ, is incapable of being 
distinguished. 
net 

K Sextus Empiricus, Against the professors 7.25360 _ 
(1) While the older Stoics say that this cognitive impression is the 
criterion of truth, the later ones added the words ‘and one which has no 
impediment’. For there are times when a cognitive impression occurs, 
but it is incredible owing to the external circumstances. (2) Thus when 
Heracles stood before Admetus, having brought Alcestis back from the 
dead, Admetus then took in a cognitive impression of Alcestis, but did 
not believe it... for he reasoned that Alcestis was dead, and that one who 
is dead does not nse again though certain spirits do sometimes roam 
around . . . (3) Therefore the cognitive impression is not the criterion of 
truth unconditionally, but when it has no impediment. This impression, 
being self-evident and striking, all but seizes us by the hair, they say, and 
pulls us to assent, needing nothing else to achieve this effect or to establish 
its difference from other impressions. (4) So too, whenever someone is 
keen to grasp something precisely, he is seen to chase after such an 
impression of his own accord, as when, in the case of visible things, he 
gets a dim impression of the object. He strains his sight and goes close to 
the visible object so as not to go wrong at all; he rubs his eyes and does just 
everything until he takes in a clear and striking impression of what he is 
judging, as though he thought the reliability of the cognition rested on 
this. (5) Moreover it is quite impossible to state the contrary thesis; and 
one who holds back from the claim that an impression is the criterion, 
since he is in this state by virtue of a second impression’s existence, 
inevitably confirms the fact that impression is the criterion. (6) For nature 
has given the sensory faculty and the impression which arises thereby as 
our light, as it were, for the recognition of truth. So it is absurd to 
abrogate this kind of faculty and to rob ourselves of the light, so to speak. 
(7) Just as it is the height of absurdity to allow colours and the differences 
between them while removing sight as non-existent or unreliable, and to 
assert the existence of sounds while denying that of hearing — for without 
those organs through which we conceive colours or sounds we cannot 
experience colours or sounds — so too one who grants the facts while 
completely undermining the sense-impression through which he grasps 
them is thunderstruck and putting himself on a level with soulless things. 
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L Sextus Empiricus, Against the professors 7.424 


For a [cognitive] sense-impression to occur, e.g. one of sight, five factors 
in their [the Stoics’] view must concur: the sense-organ, the sense-object, 
the place, the manner and the mind; since if all of these but one are present 
(e.g. if the mind is in an abnormal state), the perception, they say, will not 
be secured. For this reason some said that the cognitive impression is nota 
criterion universally, but when it has no such impediment. 


M Cicero, Academica 2.22 (following 39C) 


(Speaker: the Antiochean Lucullus] (1) But if these conceptions were 
false or imprinted by the kind of impressions which were indiscernible 
from false ones, how on earth could we make use of them? (2) How too 
could we see what is consistent with each fact and what is inconsistent? 
(3) Quite certainly memory, whichis the one chief foundation not only of 
philosophy but of all daily life and all expert skills, has no place at all left 
for itself. For how can there be a memory of what is false? Or what does 
anyone remember which he fails to grasp and hold in his mind? 


N Cicero, Academica 2.30-1 


[Speaker: the Antiochean Lucullus] (1) The mind itself, which is the 
source of the senses and is even identical with the senses, has a natural 
force which it applies to the things by which it is activated. So it seizes 
some impressions in order to make immediate use of them, others, which 
are the source of memory, it stores away so to speak, while all the rest it 
arranges by their likenesses, and thereby conceptions of things are 
produced, which the Greeks call sometimes ennoiai and at other times 
prolepseis. (2) With the addition of reason, logical proof and a multitude 
of innumerable facts, cognition of all those things manifests itself and 
reason, having been perfected by these stages, arrives at wisdom. (3) 
Since then the human mind is completely suited to the scientific 
knowledge of things and to consistency of life, it embraces cognition 
above all, and it loves that katalepsis of yours. . . both for its own sake and 
also for its utility. (4) Therefore it makes use of the senses and creates the 
expert skills as second senses, and strengthens philosophy itself up to the 
point where it produces virtue, the one thing on which the whole of life 
depends. (5) Those accordingly who say that nothing can be grasped tear 
out the very tools or equipment of life, or rather they actually ruin the 
foundations of the whole of life and rob the living being itself of the mind 


which gives it life, so that it is difficult to speak of their rashness as the case 
demands. ; . 


a 


247 


Epistemology: Stoics and Academics 


O Cicero, Academica 2.37-8 


(Speaker: the Antiochean Lucullus] (1) When we were explaining the 
power which exists in the senses, it was simultaneously made clear that 
many things are grasped and cognized by the senses; and this cannot take 
place without assent. (2) Moreover, since the principal difference 
between the animal and the non-animal is that an animal is an active 
being (for a completely inactive animal is quite inconceivable), an animal 
must either have sense-perception removed from itself or it must be 
granted that kind of assent which lies in our power. (3) But those who 
refuse sense-perception and assent are virtually robbed of their minds. 
For just as a scale must sink when weights are placed in the balance, so the 
mind must give way to what is self-evident. It is no more possible for a 
living creature to refrain from assenting to something self-evident than 
for it to fail to pursue what appears appropriate to its nature. 


P Diogenes Laertius 7.52 


It is by sense-perception, they [the Stoics] hold, that we get cognition of 
white and black, rough and smooth, but it is by reason that we get 
cognition of conclusions reached through demonstration, such as the 
gods’ existence and their providence. 


Q Diogenes Laertius 7.52 (SVF 2.71) 


Aisthesis is the Stoics’ name for the breath which extends from the 
commanding-faculty to the senses, and for the cognition of which they 
are the instruments, and for their surrounding structure in respect of 
which some people get injured. The activity [of sensing] is also called 
aisthesis. aa 


tt 


R Plutarch, On common conceptions 1060A 


I want to enjoy the revenge of observing the men [the Stoics) being 
convicted of the same thing, doing philosophy contrary to the common 
conceptions and preconceptions, which they regard as the very seeds of 
their school and claim to be the source of its unique agreement with 
nature, : 


S Epictetus, Discourses 1.22.1-3, 9-10 


(1) Preconceptions are common to all men, and one preconception does 
not conflict with another. For which of us does not assume that the good 
is expedient and choiceworthy and that in every circumstance we should 
go after and pursue it? . . . So when does the conflict arise? In fitting 
preconceptions to particular entities, as when someone says, ‘He acted 
nobly, he is brave’, and another says, ‘No, he is crazy’. This is the source 
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of men’s disagreement with one another . . . (2) What is education? 
Learning to fit the natural preconceptions to particular entities in agree- 
ment with nature, and further, making the distinction that some things 
are in our power and others are not. 


T Sextus Empiricus, Against the professors 8.33 1a—332a 


(1) It is agreed that a preconception and conception must precede every 
object of investigation. For how can anyone even investigate without 
some conception of the object of investigation? . . . (2) We grant this, 
then, and are so far from denying that we have a conception of the object 
of investigation that, on the contrary, we claim to have many 
conceptions and preconceptions of it, and that we come round to 
suspension of judgement and indecision owing to our inability to 
discriminate between these and to discover the most authoritative of 


them. 


O Throughout their history the Stoics did not budge from the thesis, first 


adumbrated by Zeno (B; 41B), that infallible knowledge of the world is 
possible, and that all normal human beings have a natural faculty to make secure 
discriminations between discoverable truths and falsehoods. During the first 
two centuries of the school’s existence the sceptical Academy was equally 
resolute in resisting and criticizing these claims. When Antiochus of Ascalon, as 
an Academic, returned from scepticism to a positive interpretation of the 
Platonic tradition (see 68 commentary), he took over the main lines of the Stoics’ 
epistemology, as may be seen trom 1, M—O (Lucullus’ reports of his views, and 
cf. K). Sextus Empiricus, as a neo-Pyrrhonist, continued to attack the Stoics 
with arguments largely derived from the earlier Academic confrontation by 
Arcesilaus and Carneades. This epistemological debate, and the adjustments 
made by both sides over time (for the Academics, sce 68T, U; 691), is one of the 
high points of Hellenistic philosophy. The texts excerpted here should ideally be 
supplemented with reading the whole of Cicero's Academica 2, and much more 
from Sextus Empiricus, Against the professors 7 and 8, than it is possible to include 
here. (For some of this further material sce 41, and 68-70.) Our present selection 
concentrates on evidence for the ‘cognitive impression’, which was the bastion 
of Stoic epistemology and the principal object of criticism. These texts also 
include some of the Academic objections, and rejoinders to them by later Stoics. 
It is essential to recognize the continuing dialectic between the schools, which 
fostered much that was best in their contributions to the theory of knowledge. 


In explicitly nominating ‘criteria of truth’, the earliest Stoics followed the policy 
laid down by Epicurus (see 17), and their own account of the subject should be 
studied against that background. Epicurus had defended the truth of all sense- 
impressions (J 5; cf. 16), justifying this bold thesis by sharply distinguishing 
impressions as unfailingly accurate reports of atomic images from judgements (true 
or false) about objects that we make on their basis. In his philosophy, the senses’ 
reports are taken to be entirely irrational events; their truth is purely a function 
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of the mechanism that produces chem, and imports no vestiges of judgement 
concerning the objects of which they are impressions. The Stoics, as was 
indicated in 39, adopted the more (to us) familiar notion that impressions 
themselves can be false as well as true (cf. J 1, 5). This thesis suits their theory that 
any impression of a normal adult is a rational activity, which represents the 
object of the impression in the form of a putative judgement — “This (which I see) 
is white’ etc. Thus a Stoic could say, ‘Purely on the basis of what | am now 
seeing, I would claim that the colonnade gets narrower as it recedes from my 
position (cf. 39G8); but I know, from my familiarity with optics and the 
colonnade’s actual rectangularity, that this is a false impression.’ In Stoicism 
impressions are entertained by the mind like competent or incompetent 
messengers (cf. Carneades’ use of this simile in 70A 7}, and the faculty of assent 
has the function of judging the value of their reports (see B}. 

This task is supposedly made easy, and indeed causally necessary in most cases 
(see K 3, O3), by the so-called ‘cognitive impression’, phantasia kataleptike. A 
more lireral translation would be ‘impression capable of grasping (its object)’, 
and Zeno exploited this tactile image in his simile of the hand (41A). Whereas 
Epicurus had argued that sensations cannot refute one another (16A—B), the 
Stoics, fram Zeno onwards (B), maintained the converse thesis, holding that 
there is a type of impression which gives its recipient an absolute guarantee thar it 
represents the object with complete accuracy and clarity. As the criterion of 
truth (A 1), the cognitive impression js nature's gift (K 6; 41B 3) of a standard 
for securely determining what really is the case. Largely under Academic 
provocation, accounts of the cognitive impression and jts criteria] role were 
modified as the Stoa developed. From B to O our texts are arranged in cheir 
approximate chronological order, to exhibit this history. 

In its earliest Zenonian form the cognitive impression has two attributes 
which jointly constitute its status as the criterion: (a) it has a rea] object as its 
cause; (b) it represents that object with complete accuracy and clarity (C 2, D4, 
cf. 39B 2~4 for (a) as characteristic of impressions generally}. An impression 
which has (a) bur not (b) fails to be cognitive (C 3; cf. the Orestes example, 
39G 9). The clarity and distinctness which are the mark of (b) are features which 
distinguish cognitive from all other kinds of impressions. In Zeno's terminology 
{B 2), cognitive impressions ‘have a peculiar power of revealing their objects’; 
ie. they make us perceive their objects in a way in which incognitive 
impressions, providing us, ‘juse by itself’ (B 2), with the guarantee that we are 
katalepsis by perceptio.) This peculiar power is an intrinsic feature of cognitive 
impressions, providing us, ‘just by itself’ (B 2), with the guarantee chat we are 
perceiving real objects as they really are. The essence of Zeno’s claim is probably 
captured by the nation (K 4) that it is sufficient to see things in a certain way 
(clearly and strikingly) to be sure that our perception is reliable (cf. Cicero, 
Academica 2.19). 

Two assumptions underlie the seif-certifiability of cognitive impressions. 
First, the Stoics take it to be basic to nature’s plan that ensouled beings, and 
especially those endowed with reason, have the mental equipment to make the 
accurate discriminations which are necessary to living in accordance with nature 
(cf. K 6-7, M-O; 41B 3). Secondly, they assume that the faculty of assent i$ 
naturally determined to give its approval to such impressions (O; cf. K 3). These 
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form the foundations of the preconceptions (N I, S; cf. 39E) and other general 
notions which stock the mind, and enable it to conceptualize and recognize the 
objects presented by any fresh cognitive impression. The outcome of assent to a 
cognitive impression is ‘cognition’ (B 3), which will be discussed in 41. 

A cognitive impression, then, is supposedly peculiar in the accuracy and 
clarity with which it represents its real object. If, however, it is to serve as che 
final arbiter in all questions about what is really che case, the Stoics need to show 
that this peculiarity can and actually does mark off the cognitive from all other 
impressions. In response to Arcesilaus’ challenge on this point (D 5), Zeno added 
a third attribute to the cognitive impression, ‘of such a kind as could not arise 
from what is not’ (D 6-7, cf. E 7), which then became canonical in definitions ot 
the concept. The effect of this addition is to insist that only rea) things as they 
really are can produce the clarity and distinctness characteristic of cognitive 
impressions. Arcesilaus’ rejoinder was ‘no impression arising from something 
true is such that an impression arising from something false could not also be just 
like it’? (D 8). The ‘many different considerations’ (41C 8) he adduced can be 
assumed to have included instances of deception over pairs of similar-looking 
objects (H 4, J 6-7; 280 1-2), and use of the Sorites (see 37F, H). Carneades 
continued to attack in the same vein. For the purpose of argument, he was quite 
prepared to accept the existence of impressions which arise from and accurately 
represent real objects (the first two attributes of E 3-6; cf. H 1). The fundamental 
issue, as Cicero observes (D 9), was the discernibility of the cognitive impression 
from what the Academics declared were its possibly false and deceptive 
congeners (cf. 70A, B). 

The debate seems to have focused upon various situations in which the 
requisite discriminations appear fallible. (a) Someone who behaves as Heracles 
did (H 2) shows by his actions that he took his impression to be like a cognitive 
one, but he was mistaken. His impression induced his assent, but it ‘arose from 
what was false’. Thus at the time when he receives it, a person may find a false 
impression thoroughly ‘self-evident and striking’ (cf. Ptolemy's attempt to trick 
Sphaerus, F). (b) The cognitive impression supposedly fastens upon all the 
‘peculiarities’ of its object (E6). Yet there can be objects so similar that they 
prove to be indiscernible by the ways they stamp our impressions, and so fail to 
satisfy the second attribute of cognition (H 4, J 6-7} and therefore the third. 

To (a) the Stoics reply that the impressions of a deranged Heracles say nothing 
about 2 normal mind’s capacity to discriminate cognitive from incognitive 
impressions. They advance the cognitive impression as the way truth presents 
itself to normal minds (E 2), and point out that the kind of impressions which the 
Academics advance as problematic are the product of abnormal conditions (cf. 
39G 8-9). Nor did later Stoics at least deny that a normal person may mistake 
cognitive for incognitive impressions and vice versa, under unusual conditions 
such as those experienced by Admetus (K 1-2). The mental state of the 
percipient, and all the other perceptual conditions, are allowed to be factors 
which can preventa cognitive impression from performing its criterial function 
(L). This restriction, as a defence against objection (a), prompted the revisionary 
thesis of K 1: the cognitive impression is the criterion of truth ‘provided it hasno 
impediment’. : 

As to objection (b). the Stoics reiected its premise. According tO their 
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metaphysics (J7-9; cf. 28), the identity of indiscemibles excludes the possibility 
of there being pairs of twins or eggs which are actually indiscernible. For if they 
exist as discrete objects; they must each exist as 'peculiarly qualified individuals’ 
with distinguishable properties that impressions, in theory at least, can 
discriminate. This thesis does not imply that anormal person will have cognitive 
impressions to decide which of two eggs he is looking at. But the Stoics are not 
committed to the position (as implied in H 4) that people in general or even the 
wise man can expect cognitive impressions of every possible object. Suspension 
of judgement is the wise man's response to every case where his impressions fail 
to discriminate objects with the requisite clarity and distinctness (I). Yet, as was 
pertinently observed, familiarity and training enable experts to make extremely 
precise discriminations in many such cases (cf 39A7), which unplics that even 
here cognitive impressions are possible. nny 


Contrary to what is often alleged, the Stoics have the baie of the argument. 
In order to undermine the cognitive impression as a criterion of truth, the 
Academics need:to prove that the true impressions. we. receive under normal 
conditions are always liable to be confused with similar but false impressions. 
Rather than addressing the problem cases which they chose to cite, they might 
have done better to challenge the feasibility of specifying normal conditions (cf. 
72E). Stoics acknowledge that human beings are frequently precipitate in giving 
assent to incognitive impressions; but they could explain this as due to mental 
weakness and lack of education (41D, G). Nor does the claim that there are 
cognitive impressions imply that their mere occurrence is sufficient to free their 
recipient from error; for he may be the kind of person who is incapable of 
recognizing the truth even when he sees it. What the Academics fail to refute is 
the thesis that certain true impressions are ofa type to make a fully, functioning 
rational being perceive things as they really are. 


Along with their defence of the cognitive impression, ater Stoics and 
Antiochus produced a battery of arguments directly attacking the sceptical 
Academics’ refusal to grant the empirical foundations ofknowledge (K 5—7, M— 
O). They charged their critics with logical incoherence (Ks-*7), and flagrant 
disregard of psychology (53S) and ethics (N 5, O). (Much more ofthe same will 
be found in other sections of Cicero, Academica 2.17—39,) These Stoic strategies 
help to throw light on the status and interpretation of Chrysippus' other criteria 
of truth (A3, cf commentary on Epicureanism, 17). There is evidence 
elsewhere (e.g. 48C5) for Chrysippus invoking 'common conceptions’ (i.e. 
ones supposedly held by people in general) as well as ‘preconceptions’ as criteria, 
and his further mention of'sense-perception' (A 3) is a clue to what they involve. 
By 'sense-perception' (aisthesis) Chrysippus must mean our cognition of simple 
perceptible objects CE P, Q), which is brought about by the most basic 
cognitive impressions. Sense-perception, however, is also the foundation of all 
our conceptions and cognitions (N 1; cf. 39C-E), and all our conceptions are 
impressions (39F). We need not, then, suppose that Chrysippus contradicted 
himselfin specifying different criteria in different contexts, as A 3 maintains. In 
their generality and complexity, preconceptions and common conceptions 
cover truths which cognitive impressions, or at least sensory ones, do not 
transmit directly, but Chrysippus can be assumed to have regarded these criteria 
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as compleniediay: to Fe a na ey and rounded in the cognitive impres- 
sions of which it consists (cf. G, M; 39C). 
The gods' existence and providence, cited as examples” of cognition” 


sal 


established by rational argument (P), are standard cases of items the Stoics** 
referred to preconceptions and common conceptions (cf. 54K). It appears, then” 


that these function as criteria to validate theories and to adjudicate truth in areas 
where simple cognitive sense-impressions will not serve. Thus Chrysippus 
claimed that his theory of mixture could be 'proved through the common 
conceptions’ (48Cs) and that Epicurus’ denial of divine providence was 


inconsistent with our conceptions of the gods as beneficent and philanthropic ` 


(see 54K). 

This of course is a deliberate dig at Epicurus’ claim that his own non- 
providential*theology*is founded on ‘preconceptions’ which differ from. the 
‘false suppositions' of the many (23B 3); and it shows up the frailty of both 
schools’ attempts to extend empirically-based criteria beyond the domain ofthe 
uncontroversial and obvious. Critics found it all too easy to point out that 
Stoicism was full of doctrines, not to mention paradoxes, which were totally 
alien to.the common conceptions of people (R) and therefore inappropriately 
heralded to be ‘natural’. The Stoics, to be sure, will reply that their conceptions 
are properly (and so naturally) founded on experience (N), but the reply does: 
nothing to weaken the force of Sextus Empiricus'’ admirable comments on the 
criterial impotence of conceptions and preconceptions (T). He can agree with 
the Stoics that conceptions are a prerequisite of all investigation (39C 4, so too 
Epicurus 17C, E). Yet this totally fails tojustify their claim (M) that the use we 
make of them is well grounded, especially since one philosopher's preconcep- 
tions may conflict with another's. Epictetus tries to retain community of 
preconceptions by referring disagreement to their application to particulars (S). 
For this quite promising move to work, the scope and content ofpreconceptions 
would need to be far more restricted than the Stoics were willing to admit. On 
this aspect of the debate over criteria of truth, the sceptics can bejudged to have 
carried the day. “A 


As for the other criteria mentioned in A, Posidonius' report concerning right 
reason (A 4) isa highly suspect piece ofhistory (see vol. 2 note), while Boethus' 
extended list (B 2) is unique, and seems to rely on a broader notion ofcriterion’ 
than was adopted by other Stoics. 


41 Knowledge and opinion 


A Cicero, Academica 2.145 (SVF 1-66) 


[Speaker: Cicero on behalfofthe New Academy] (1) Zeno, ised to élinch’ 
the wise man's sole possession of scientific knowledge with a gesture. (2) 
He would spread out the fingers of one hand and display its open palm, 
saying 'An impression is like this.' (3) Next he clenched his fingers a little 
and said, 'Assent is like this.’ (4) Then, pressing his fingers quite together, . 
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he made a fist, and said that this was cognition (and from this illustration 
he gave that mental state the name of katalepsis, which it had not had 
before). (5) Then he brought his left hand against his right fist and 
gripped it tightly and forcefully, and said thar scientific knowledge was 
like this and possessed by none except the wise man. 


B Cicero, Academica t.41-2 (SVF 1.60, part; connnuing 40B) 


[Speaker: the Antiochean Varro] (1) What was grasped by sense- 
perception Zeno called itself a sense-perception, and if it had been so 
grasped that it could not be disrupted by reason, he called it scientific 
knowledge; but ifit were otherwise, he called it ignorance, taking this to 
be the source of opinion as well, which was something weak and related 
to what was false and incognitive. (2) That cognition I mentioned above 
[40B 3] he placed between scientific knowledge and ignorance, counting 
it neither as good nor as bad, but said that it was to be trusted on its own. 
(3) Accordingly, he also attached reliability to the senses, because, as I said 
above, he regarded cognition effected by them as both true and reliable, 
not because it grasped all of a thing's properties, but because it left out 
nothing capable of confronting it, and also because nature had given it as 
the standard of scientific knowledge and as the natural foundation for the 
subsequent impression of conceptions of things upon the mind, which 
give rise not just to che starting-points but to certain broader routes for 
discovering reason. (4) But from virtue and wisdom Zeno removed 
error, rashness, ignorance, opinion, conjecture, and in a word, every- 
thing foreign to firm and consistent assent. 


C Sextus Empiricus, Against the professors 7.1§1—7 

(1) The Stoics say there are three things which are linked together, 
scientific knowledge [episteme], opinion [doxa] and cognition (katalepsis| 
stationed between them. (2) Scientific knowledge is cognition which is 
secure and firm and unchangeable by reason. (3) Opinion is weak and 
false assent. (4) Cognition in between these is assent belonging to a 
cognitive impression; and a cognitive impression, so they claim, is one 
which is true and of such a kind that it could not turn out false. (5) Of 
these they say that scientific knowledge is found only in the wise, and 
opinion only in the inferior, but cognition is common to them both, and 
it is the criterion of truth. {6} Arcesilaus contradicted these statements of 
the Stoics by proving that cognition is no criterion in between scientific 
knowledge and opinion. (7) For what they call cognition and assent to a 
cognitive impression occurs in either a wise or an inferior man. But if it 
occurs in a wise man, it is scientific knowledge; and ifin an inferior man, 
it is Opinion; and there is no further variation except a purely verbal one. 
(8) And if cognition is assent belonging to a cognitive impression, it is 
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non-existent: first, because assent occurs not in relation to an impression 
butin relation to language (for assents belong to propositions}. Secondly, 
because no true impression is found to be of a kind such thar it could not 
turn out false, as is attested by many different considerations. (9} But if 
the cognitive impression does not exist, cognition will not occur either, 
for it was assent to a cogmitive impression. And if cognition does not 
exist, everything will be incognitive. And if everything ts incognitive, it 
will follow, according to the Stoics too, that the wise man suspends 
judgement. (10) We may consider it in this way: given that everything is 
incognitive, owing to the non-existence of the Stoic criterion, if the wise 
man should assent, the wise man will opine. For given that nothing is 
cognitive, if he assents to anything, he will assent co the incognitive, and 
assent to the incognitive is opinion. So if the wise man is one of those who 
assent, the wise man will be one of those who opine. But the wise man is 
certainly not one of those who opine (for they [the Stoics] claim this to be 
a mark of folly and a cause of wrongdoing}. Therefore the wise man is 
not one of those who assent. And if this is so, he will have to withhold 
assent about everything. But to withhold assent is no different from 
suspending judgement. Therefore the wise man will suspend judgement 
about everything. 


D Anonymous Stoic treatise (Herculaneum papyrus 1020) col. 4, col. 1 
(SVF 2.131, part) 


(1) <So itis> that we respect non-precipitancy and uncarelessness, but 
we are rightly criticized for their opposites. Non-precipitancy is a 
disposition not to assent in advance of cognition .. . strong in [dealing 
with] impressions and not yielding to chose which are incognitive. For 
one who is non-precipitate should not be pulled by an incognitive 
impression . . . and keeps control over his assents . . . (2) We say that the 
wise man's absence of opinion is accompanied by such characteristics as, 
first of ail, his supposing nothing; for supposal is an incognitive opinion 
... (3) A further consequence is that wise men are incapable of being 
deceived and of erring, and that they live worthily and do everything 
well. Therefore they also give greater attention to ensuring that their 
assents do not occur randomly, but only in company with cognition. 


E Plutarch, On Stoic self-contradictions 1056e-F (SVF 2.993, part) 


[Fate] . . . frequently produces impressions, in matters of very great 
importance, which are at variance with one another and pull the mind in 
Opposite directions. On these occasions the Stoics say that those who 
assent to one of them and do not suspend judgement are guilty of error, 
that they are precipitate if they yield to unclear impressions, deceived ‘i 
they yield to false ones, and opining if they yield to ones which are 
incognitive quite generally. 
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F Plutarch, On Stoic self-contradictions 1057A—B {SVF 3.177, part) 


Furthermore, Chrysippus says that both god and the wise man implant 
false impressions, not asking us to assent or yield but merely to act and be 
impelled towards the appearance, but that we inferior persons out of 
weakness assent to such impressions. > 
“G) Stobaeus 2.111, 18-112,8 (SVF 3.548, part) 
(1) They [the Stoics] say that the wise man never makes a false 
supposition, and that he does not assent at all to anything incogmitive, 
owing to his not opining and his being ignorant of nothing. (2) For 
ignorance is changeable and weak assent. (3) But the wise man supposes 
nothing weakly, but rather, securely and firmly; and so he does not opine 
either. (4) For there are two kinds of opinion, assent to the incognitive, 
and weak supposition, and these are alien to the wise man’s disposition. 
(5) So precipitancy and assent in advance of cognition are attributes of the 
precipitate inferior man, whereas they do not befall che man who is well- 
natured and perfect and virtuous. 
H Stobaeus 2.73,16-74,3 (SVF 3.112, part) "NR 
[The Stoics say] (1) Scientific knowledge [episteme] is a cognition 
[katalepsis] which is secure and unchangeable by reason. (2) It is secondly 
asystem of such epistémai, like the rational cognition of particulars which 
exists in che virtuous man. (3) It [scientific knowledge here = science] is 
thirdly a system of expert epistemai, which has intrinsic stability, just as 
the virtues do. (4) Fourthly, it is a tenor for the reception of impressions 
which is unchangeable by reason, and consisting, they say, in tension and 
power. 
I Stobaeus 2.68,18-23 (SVF 3.663} Pie 


They [the Stoics] also say that every inferior man is insane, since he has 
ignorance of himself and of his concerns, and this is insanity. Ignorance is 
the vice opposite to moderation, and this is insanity because in its relative 
dispositions it makes our impulses unstable and fluttering. Hence they 
give this outline of insanicy — fluttering ignorance. 


E The cognitive state thae results from assent to a cognitive impression is 
‘cognition’ (katalépsis, A 4, C 4). Like the clenched fist, to which Zeno likened it 
(A 4), cognition (or ‘perception’, in Cicero’s Latin translation) is the ‘grasp’ of its 
object — the stare of affairs whose truth is guaranteed by the cognitive 
impression. Such impressions, by being assented to, give someone the certainty 
that he perceives some truth(s), and this cognition takes on the necessary 
Teliability and criterial power (B 3, C 4—5) of the cognitive impression itself. It 
Might seem accordingly that the Stoics should identify ‘cognition’ with 
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knowledge, a hallmark of which is often regarded as certified true belief. Their 
doctrine in fact is more interesting and more complex. It would be possible to 
translate katalepsis by ‘knowledge’ in many contexts, and katalépsis is certainly 
the foundation of episteme, the highest cognitive state, which we render by 
‘science’ or ‘scientific knowledge’ (cf. A 4—5, B 3, H). But cognition, though a 
necessary condition of this state, is not sufficient to constitute it. To become 
‘scientific knowledge’, cognition must be made impregnable to any reasoning 
that might be adduced to persuade a change of mind (BI, H1, 4). We may 
approach elucidation of this further condition by noting a more striking 
indication of the insufficiency of cognition on its own to be the highest form of 
knowledge: it straddles the basic dichoromy between wise and inferior men 
(C5, cf. B 1—2), and in the latter case coexists with ‘ignorance’. 

As ‘changeable and weak assent’ (Gz), ‘ignorance’ is defined as the 
contradictory of ‘scientific knowledge’ (cf. H 1). The ignorant ‘fool’, i.e. the 
vast majority of mankind, is not typified by che falsehood of his beliefs, nor even 
by his lack of knowledge in ordinary Greek senses of that term. ‘Ignorance’ 
accommodates all cognitive states, including ‘cognitions’ (certified true beliefs), 
which fall short of the impregnable stability and systematic consistency — hand 
over fist (A 5)—that belong to the wise man’s scientiftc knowledge. The absolute 
disjunction between scientific knowledge and ignorance is an important 
instance of the Stoics’ ruthless insistence on excluding any mental disposition 
intermediate between excellence and its opposite (virtue/vice, wisdom/folly, 
sanity/insanity, cf. I, and see 611). Nor is this breached by the admission that 
‘cognition’ is common to both classes of people (C 5) or "between scientific 
knowledge and ignorance’ (B 2). The same quasi-intermediate status belongs to 
‘proper functions’ in ethics (59B 4, F 1). Inferior people will typically perform 
many of these — looking after their health, their parents etc. — and thus share the 
same moral domain as the wise man. Since, however, they lack his virtuous and 
perfectly consistent disposition, even their proper functions, though objectively 
fight, are counted as ‘wrong-doing’ (59F 3). it is just the same with the 
evaluation of cognitions. Neutral though crustworthy in themselves (B z), they 
acquire positive or negative epistemic status from the strength or weakness of 
the mind to which they belong. The wise man’s grasp of truths is so secure and 
systematic that his commanding-faculcy is identical to ‘truth’ (33P 2, 4), Thar of 
the interior man, by contrast, is so insecure that even those truths of which he 
does have cognition do not save him from comprehensive ignorance. 

In Sextus Empiricus’ report of Arcesilaus’ critique of Stoic epistemology, 
which should for chronological reasons. refer to its Zenonian form (cf. B), the 
equivocal intermediacy of ‘cognition’ is exploited as part of an argument against 
Ms existence (C17). As reported, Arcesilaus argued that the exclusive 
disjunction between the two classes of people and between their mental 
dispositions reduces cognition to either (a) scientific knowledge in che wise or (b) 
opinion in the inferior, Zeno’s doctrine of B 1 justifies (a), but (b) will only hold 
good if the Stoics counted the cognitions of inferior men as ‘opinions’. That 
however would be a flagrant contradiction of E (cf. D 2), according to which 
the general characteristic of ‘opining’ is ‘assent to the incognitive’. That claim 
roo has Zeno's authority (40D, and cf. Cicero, Academica 2.60, ‘opining is 
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assenting to a thing either faise or incognitive’). But on the evidence of B 1, Zeno 
could have been taken not to have clearly distinguished ‘ignorance’, which 
includes the inferior man’s true cognitions, from opining; and it should be noted 
that Arcesilaus says ‘assent to the incognitive is opinion’ (C 10) and not ‘opinion 
is assent to the incognitive’, which leaves it open that some opinions may involve 
assent to cognitive impressions. Such possible indecision by Zeno on the scope of 
‘opinion’ could have allowed Arcesilaus to substitute ‘opinion’ for ‘ignorance’ in 
his argument, and thus imply that the inferior man’s so-called cognition is really 
opinion in the wider sense, so negating the distinction within ‘ignorance’ 
berween true cognitions and false or uncertified opinions. Arcesilaus’ argument 
will scill go through if ‘ignorance’ is substituted throughout C 1~7 for ‘opinion’, 
but this need not trouble later Stoics. They could accept the conclusion that 
cognition in the inferior man is ignorance, but deny thac this robs cognition of its 
significance, since ignorance is made up of both cognitions and opinions, and 
only the latter are false or uncertified as true. 

Unlike most previous philosophers (the clear exception is Parmenides), no 
Stoics officially recognize the existence of true ‘opinions’. As they normally use 
the term doxa, it refers to beliefs that result from assent to the incognitive (È, 
G1), where incognitive covers everything that cannot be grasped, both 
falsehoods and states of affairs whose treth is not clearly or distinctly certified 
(40C). (This pejorative assessment of ‘opining’ was a point on which Stoics and 
sceptics were in agreement: see 40D; 69.) The Stoic equivalent of true or correct 
opinion, as Plato uses that expression, would be the ‘cognitions’ of inferior men, 
which fali short of scientific knowledge (cf. Plato, Meno 98a, where correct 
opinions become knowledge when ‘tethered by working out the reason’). A 
cructal difference between wise and inferior men is their disposition with respect 
to knowing when suspension of judgement is called for (cf. 401). The wise man 
has infallible control over his assent, giving it only to impressions of whose 
cognitive status he is quite certain (D 1); this is a characteristic of his scientific 
knowledge (H 4). In all other cases, he suspends judgement, which Arcesilaus 
exploits in the second part of his argument (C 9-10}: he cleverly concludes that 
the Stoics’ wise man, on their own admission, would have to suspend judgement 
about everything if the cognitive impression and cognition do not exist. 
(Suspension of judgement, which is the fundamental notion in Academic 
scepticism, was probably at home in the Stoa before Arcesilaus turned it against 
them in arguments, with Stoic premises, for scepticism). Inferior men, by 
contrast, are characterized by their ‘precipitancy’ (E, G 5), or disposition to 
assent to ‘unclear impressions’, their ‘erroneous’ assent where suspension of 
judgement is in order, and their ‘self-deception in yielding to false impressions’. 
All of these are represented as types of ‘assent to the incognitive’, the general 
mark of ‘opinion’ (E). 

From this and other evidence we have argued that the inferior man’s true 
cognitions were not normally counted as cases of ‘opining’. They must however 
share in the ‘changeabieness and weakness’ which characterize his ignorance 
generally (G 2). ‘Weakness’ denotes the insecurity, instability and inconsistency 
of the inferior man's mental state, and seems to cover the following cases: (a) not 
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assenting firmly to cognitive impressions, (b) not going through with night 
decisions, (c) assenting precipitatively to incognitive impressions, {d} assenting 
to what js patently false. (For (a) cf. B 1, for (b) 65T, for (c) D r, G 4-5, for (d) F 
and 65C.) Stobaeus' treatment of ‘weak supposition’ as a second type of 
‘opinion’ (G4) reads in its context like an alternative description of 
‘precipitancy’. But it is possible thar he preserves traces of a (?} Zenonian 
doctrine in which the inferior man’s weak assent to cognitive impressions was 
counted as an ‘opinion’ (cf. B1, C 3), as well as his assent to what is false and 
incognitive. 

By allowing all normal people to have some cognitions, albeit weakly held in 
most cases, the Stoics provided a basis for ‘progress’ (see 591} exactly analogous 
to their doctrine of ‘proper functions’. What perfects these latter is not a change 
in their objective content, but the expert understanding, consistency and moral 
integrity of their agent. So too with the conversion of cognitions into scientific 
knowledge. The evidence does not suggest that the wise man must grasp more 
facts than other people. His scientific expertise is rather a function of what he 
knows and kow he knows what he knows — systematically, completely securely, 
so rationally grounded that no reasons can be furnished which could possibly 
subvert it (cf. H). His ignorance of nothing (G1) does not imply lireral 
ommiscience, but the absence of all doubt, uncertainty, falsehood and instability 
from his cognitive state. 

Ac this point we should remember that the Stoics’ principal philosophical 
motivation was ethical. What chiefly inhibits people from becoming wise, in 
their view, is proneness to emotional disorder, and this is reflected in the startling 
identification of ignorance with insanity (I). The ‘unstable and fluttering 
impulses’, which ignorance is said to exhibit, are the passions, which are false 
judgements of what is good and bad for men (sce 65A, G, and note the role of 
assent in the latter text). Scientific knowledge in Sroicism, ic turns our, is an 
intensely practical disposition, and a far cry from Aristotelian ‘contemplation’ 
{theoria}. In its prevailing emphasis on the avoidance of error and baseless 
opinion (cf. B 4, and see the ‘dialectical virtues’, 31B), it is most convincingly 
interpreted as an attempt to provide foundations for the kind of knowledge that 
Socrates failed to find. 


42 Scientific methodology 
A Olympiodorus, On Plato’s Gorgias 12.1 


(1) Cleanthes says that expertise is a tenor which achieves everything 
methodically. (2) This definition is incomplete. After all, nature also is a 
tenor which does everything methodically. (3) That is why Chrysippus 
added ‘with impressions’, and said that expertise is a tenor which 
advances methodically with impressions . . . (4) Zeno says that an 
Expertise is a systematic collection of cognitions unified by practice for 
some goal advantageous in life. 
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B Cicero, Academica 2.22 


[Speaker: the Antiochean Lucullus, in defence of Stoic epistemology] {1} 
Indeed, what expertise can exist without being compounded out of, not 
just ome OF two, but many mental cognitions? Take away expertise, and 
how will you distinguish che expert from the ignoramus? For it is not by 
accident chat we apply the name of expert to the one but withhoid it from 
the other: it is because we see that the one retains a set of cognitions, while 
the other does not. (2) And given that there is one class of expertise whose 
function is to study a thing with the mind alone, another whose function 
is to, achieve effects and products, how can a geometer study things 
‘which are either nothing or indistinguishable from falsehoods, or a 
harpist fill owt rhythms and create lines in music? 


Re. Cicero, On divination 1.34 ot x oF 


fSpeaker: Quintus Cicero, in defence of Stoic theory of divination] (1) 
Hence I follow those who have said that there are two kinds of 
divination, one involving expertise, the other not. The diviners who 
have expertise are those who pursue new data by conjecture, having 
Yearnt their old data by observation. (2) Those who lack expertise are the 
ones who foretell the future noc by reason or conjecture through 
empirical observation of signs, but by either stimulating or relaxing the 
imind,-as has often happened to dreamers, and sometimes to those who 
prophesy ina frenzy. 


D Cicero, On divination 1.82-3 (SVF 2.1192) 


[Speaker: Quintus Cicero, in defence of Stoic theory of divination} (1) 
| That there really is divination is inferred with the following argument of 
the Stoics. (2) ‘If there are gods but they do not indicate future events to 
‘Men in advance, either they do nor love men, or they are ignorant of 
what will happen, or they think it is not in men’s interests to know the 
future, or they think it beneath their dignity to give signs of future events 
toimen in advance, or even the gods are unable to give signs of them. But 
neither do the gods not love us (for they are beneficent and friendly to 
(mankind); nor are they ignorant of what they themselves have set up and 
(Ordained: nor is it not in our interests to know future events (for we will 
be more careful if we know), nor do they think it foreign to their dignity 
(for nothing is more honourable than beneficence); nor are they unable 
to foreknow future events. Therefore it is noc the case that there are gods 
[but that they do not give signs of future events. But there are gods. 
‘Therefore they do give signs of future events. (3) And it is not the case 
that if they give signs they give us no routes to scientific knowledge of 
Plgnonterence (for in that case their giving signs would be pointless). 
fend if they give us the routes, it is not the case that divination does not 
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exist. Therefore divination exists." (4) This argument is used by 
Chrysippus, Diogenes [of Babylon) and Antipater. 


_E Cicero, On divination 1.117-18 (SVF 2.1210) 


[Speaker: Quintus Cicero, in defence of Stoic theory of divination} IF we 
accept this [divine providence} — and I for one do not see how it can be 
confuted — it must indeed be the case that the gods give men signs of 
future events, But clearly we must specify how. For it is not a Stoic 








gods, and quite impossible. Their view is that the world was from its 
beginning set up in such a way that certain things should be preceded by 


certain signs, some in entrails. others in birds, others in lighting, others 
in portents, others in stars, others in dream impressions, others in frenzied 
utterances. Those who properly perceive these are rarely deceived. The 
falsehood of bad conjectures and bad interpretations is due, not to any 


fauit in the world, but to the scientific ignorance of the interpreters. 


F Cicero, Academica 2.36 


[Speaker: the Antiochean Lucullus] But what could be more absurd than 
when they [the Academics} say “This is a sign, or proof, of that, and ! 
therefore follow it, but it could be that what it signifies is either false or 
nothing at all’? 


: ` . phe i 1r’ 
G Philodemus, On signs 1.2-4.13 on 


[Reporting Stoic arguments against the Epicureans] (1) It is a ‘common’ 
sign for no other reason than that this can exist whether or not the non- 
evident thing exists. When someone considers that such and such a man is 
good because he is rich, we say that he is using an unsound and common 
sign, since many dreadful rich men are found, as well as many good ones, 
Consequently the peculiar sign, if it is to be cogent, is incapable of 
existing except in conjunction with the thing which we say necessarily 
belongs to it, the non-apparent thing whose sign itis... And this is done 
through the Elimination Method of sign-inference. (2) Again, in relation 
to the unique instances which are seen in the regions familiar to us, the 
Similarity Method seems not to be cogent —ifamong the many different 
stones there is only one species which draws iron (the so-called 
‘magnetic’ or ‘Heraclean’ stone}, only amber attracts chaff, and four-by- 
tour is the only square number to have its perimeter equal co its area. 
How then can we say that there is not a race of men which is unique in not 
dying when pierced through the heart? So there is no necessary inference, 
trom the face that men familiar to us die when pierced through the heart, 
that all men do. There are also some familiar rare cases, like the man in 
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Alexandria half a cubit high with a colossal head which could take 
hammer blows, whom the embalmers used to have on display; the 
person who was married as a girl in Epidaurus and then became a man; 
the man in Crete who was forty-eight cubits tall, according to sign- 
inference from the bones they discovered; and the pygmies whom they 
show in Acoris, who are indeed comparable to the ones Antony recently 
brought from Hyria. . . (3) When we judge that since men familiar to us 
are mortal so are all men, in choosing the Similarity Method we are using 
the hypothesis that men in non-evident places are in all respects similar to 
men familiar to us, and hence also in respect of being mortal, even 
independently of our argument. For if they are similar in all respects, our 
sign-inference that they are similar in this precise respect too will be 
perfectly correct, the argument mode presumably being as follows: 
‘Since the men familiar to us are mortal, so too if there are elsewhere men 
resembling the men familiar to us in other respects and especially in 
respect of being mortal, they would be mortal.’ For you admitted this 
conclusion in the sign. How will this differ from the sign from which we 
ourselves make sign-inferences, if we hypothesize that both groups are 
mortal and say something like ‘Since the men familiar to us are mortal, 
and if elsewhere there are mortal men, they are mortal’? Butif we do not 
hypothesize that those men about whom we are making the sign- 
inference are similar also in respect of being mortal, but that they differ in 
this respect . . . the sign-inference clearly loses its cogency. Hence it will 
not be necessary that men in non-evident places are mortal, or that those 
other men who are similar in other respects but different in respect of 
being mortal should resemble the men familiar to us in this respect too. 
(4) In general, if one judges ‘Since the men familiar to us are mortal, men 
everywhere are mortal too’, if this is equivalent to ‘Since the men 
familiar to us are mortal in that and in so far as they are men, men 
everywhere are mortal’, the judgement will be correct; but if one judges 
‘Since the men familiar to us are mortal, men everywhere are mortal 
too’, meaning that mortality belongs to the men familiar to us in some 
other, accidental way, the judgement will be empty. (After all, just 
because the men familiar to us are short-lived, we won't say that the 
Acrothoites are short-lived too!) Therefore we must show also that men 
are mortal in that and in so far as they are men, if we are going to establish 
the cogency of the proposed inference. But since we can show this by 
Elimination, we shall dispense with the Similarity Method. 


H Philodemus, On signs 6.1-14 


{Reporting Stoic arguments against the Epicureans] For sign-inference 
[by Similarity], shall we use that which is indiscernible? Or that which ts 
similar? Or that which has what degree of resemblance? To say the 
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indiscernible is ridiculous. For why will the apparent any more be a sign 
of the non-apparent than vice versa? Besides, if indiscernibility obtains 
we will no longer have one thing apparent and the other non-evident. 
But if they say similar, how will we be able to tell chat it does not, in 
virtue of the difference it has, diverge from the apparent property from 
which we are making the sign-inference? 


I Cicero, Academica 2.99—100 


[Speaker: Cicero, in defence of the New Academy] Indeed, even the wise 
man whom your school [the stoicizing school of Antiochus] brings onto 
the scene follows many things which are convincing — not known, 
perceived or assented to, but likely. Were he not to accept them, all life 
would surely be abolished. After all, when the wise man boards a ship he 
surely doesn’t know and perceive in his mind that the voyage will be 
successful — how can he? But if he were now setting out from here for 
Puteoli, a journey of thirty stades, with an honest crew and a good 
steersman in the present calm weather, it would seem convincing to him 
that he would get there safely. 


J Philodemus, On signs 7.26-38 


(1) Again, when our people [the Epicureans] say that according to them 
even freaks bear resemblances in some respects — unless we are going to 
abolish the existence of the familiar things which resemble them! — (2) he 
[the Stoic Dionysius] says, first, that the abolition will be by the 
Elimination Method; (3) but that anyway it is sufficient, concerning 
these things and concerning those which derive from experience, for us 
to be convinced in accordance with what is reasonable, just as when we 
sail in summer we are convinced that we will arrive safely. 


Four primary, and to the modem eye extraordinarily diverse, Stoic examples of 
an expertise (techne) or science (episteme) are medicine, divination, dialectic and 
virtue. These have in common their reliance on a system of cognitions, or more 
properly ‘theorems’; their methodical way of proceeding; and the practical 
utility of their results. And these are the essential features embodied in the two 
definitions of ‘expertise’ given at A 3-4. Despite A's apportionment of these 
definitions between individual Stoics, there is good reason to believe that both 
were canonical, and not meant as alternatives. That in A 4 is the definition of an 
expertise, an objective body of knowledge, such as medicine. That in A 3 is of 
expertise as such, i.e. of the mental disposition of an expert. 

Officially ‘science’ differs from mere expertise, but here too we must 
distinguish two senses. A science (41H 3) differs from an expertise (A 4) by the 
absolute unshakeability of its results. But science as such (or ‘scientific 
knowledge’, as we also translate it, cf. 41A—C, H) differs from expertise 45 such 
in that science isa ‘character’ (diathesis), which by definition (47S) does not admit 
ot degrees, whereas expertise is a tenor (hexis), which does. One doctor can 


263 


Epistemology: Stoics and Academics 


more expert than anather; but one virtuous man cannot be more virtuous than 
another, since virtue, being scientific knowledge, is a state of intellectual 
perfection (cf. 64-1). 

The difference between science and mere expertise is important in some Stoic 
contexts, especially ethical, buc will be disregarded in the following discussion, 
in which we will use ‘science’ non-technically for both. We will also be 
concentrating on cognitive aspects of science. However, the distinction between 
productive and cognitive sciences as such (B 2) need not be too rigidly observed: 
medicine, for example, in both its theory and its practice, was perceived largely 
as a cognitive science, despite its ultimately productive function of creating 
health. For the scientific features of dialectic and virtue, see 31 (especially B) and 
61 respectively. There is no evidence there or elsewhere of any Stoic attempt to 
distinguish between pure sciences on the one hand and applied or empirical] 
sciences on the other. indeed, at G2 even mathematical truth is treated as 
directly comparable to empirical truth, The Stoics were not (with the exception 
of Posidonius) particularly familiar with current work in mathematics, and 
therefore do not, as Plato and Aristotle regularly do, invoke its various branches 
as paradigmatic sciences. 

Most ifnotail sciences can be expected to employ empincal data. For example 
divination requires, in addition to a theoretical rationale for its existence and 
modus operandi (D. E; 550), a ser of detailed theorems trom which to operate, and 
these theorems seem to be empirically derived rules. An example of a theorem is 
the law thar people born at the nising of the Dogstar do not die at sea (38E). Since 
being born at the rising of the Dogstar is not conceptually relared to not dying at 
sea, but is a divinely engineered concomitant ‘sign’ (E), there is no way of 
establishing their connexion short of inductive inference based on empirical 
observanon of individual lives. And that is indeed how scientific divination 
proceeds: C. Even ‘cognitions’ (A, B), used as a standard Stoic equivalent for 
‘theorems’, carries strong empirical implications (cf, 40). 

Portenrs are often, as in C-E, spoken of as ‘signs’ of furure events, but in view 
of their inductive character there may be some uncertainty as to wherher this 
was a technically accurate description. A sign, according to Stoic doctrine, is an 
evident truth by which some further, non-evident truth is revealed (35C). It is 
common ground for all Stoic discussions (cf. also 51H; 53T) that the sign and 
what it signifies are related as, respectively, the true antecedent (‘leading’ 
Proposition, with the connotation ‘guiding’) and consequent in a sound 
conditional (although the later Stoics in G prefer the ‘subconditional’ 
construction with ‘since’, on which sce also 35A). As we note in 35, com- 
mentary, some Stoics, probably early, accepted the Philonian analysis of the 
conditional, which demanded no particular conceptual relation between 
antecedent and consequent. These Stoics were therefore, it seems, happy to 
accept sign-inferences whose basis was apparently inductive, e.g. ‘If this man has 
been wounded in the heart, this man will die’ (51H; see also 35C). Later Stoics, 
on the other hand, accepted Chrysippus’ ‘cohesion’ analysis of the sound 
conditional (see 35), according to which the negation of the consequent comes 
Out Incompatible with the antecedent. Or, as the fate second-century B.c. Stoics 
Teported in G-H put it, by eliminating the consequent you eo ipso eliminate the 
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antecedent (18F) — the so-called ‘Elimination Method’ (see commentary on 18). 
The effect is a drastic narrowing of the range of possible sign-inferences. Indeed, 
the very example cited above from 51H is treated as unsound by these later 
Stoics at G2, along with the entire class of inductive inferences. Inductive 
inference was defended by their Epicurean opponents as one application of their 
‘Similarity Method’ (18F—G), but according to the Stoics inductive signs 
threaten to be ‘common’ signs, i.e. not guaranteed to distinguish the true from 
the false (G 1, cf. F). 

In defending this position, the Stoics raise powerful objections to induction: it 
is ether invalid (G2, H}, or, ar best, trivially true (G3). They do, however, 
indicate a way in which induction might be replaced with a made of inference 
combining validity with informativeness. This is by reliance on an essentialist 
principle. Provided that empirical study can establish the essence of a species, we 
can then construct true conditionals which will reveal truths about as yet 
unexamined members ot the same species: G 4. (The Epicureans at 18G accept 
this suggestion, but insist that induction is used in establishing essences.) 

Where no essence is involved, these later Stoics wil] relegate an inductive 
inference to the status of the merely ‘convincing’ {as opposed to ‘cognitive’): I, 
J3. However favourable the weather conditions, you cannot know when you set 
sail chat you will not die at sea. On the basis of past experience it i$ hard to 
disbelieve, but it does not strictly follow from the available data. Nor for that 
matter does this same conclusion that you will not die at sea strictly follow from 
the relevant astrological ‘sign’, e.g. your having been bom at the nising of the 
Dogstar. Chrysippus apparently felt that, since there is no conceptual relanion 
here between the sign and the truth signified, the theorem in question is not a 
proper conditional at ali: 38E 6. This did not diminish his faith in the accuracy of 
divination. But it does raise a doubt as to whether the term ‘sign’, in such 
divinatory contexts as C-E is being used in its full Stoic sense, which requires 
that the conditional relation obtain between sign and significatum. 

The kind of sign which divinatory signs most closely resemble is the 
‘commemorative’ sign. Sextus Empiricus (Outlines af Pyrrkonism 2.97 fi., Against 
the professors 8.141 ff.) reports the following set of distinctions, without explicit 
attribution. Some non-evident things are irremediably non-evident, e.g. 
whether the number of stars is odd or even; some are temporarily non-evident 
through inaccessibility; and yet others are ‘naturally’ non-evident, i.e. in their 
nature not directly available to inspection, but perhaps correctly inferable from 
evident signs. While these last are revealed by ‘indicative’ signs, whose definition 
corresponds almost exactly to the Stoic definition of ‘sign’ (35C), temporarily 
hon-evident truths are revealed by ‘commemorative’ signs, which, having been 
Previously observed in conjunction with certain other phenomena, e.g. 4 
wound in the heart with death, remind us at every occurrence to expect the same 
Conjoined phenomena. We might then do well to call divinatory signs 

commemorative’. Many scholars have indeed regarded the entire indicative/ 
commemorative theory as Stoic. But there is no clear evidence to confirm the 
attribution, and there are good reasons for regarding this distinction, like most 
of the debate on signs, as primarily medical. If the attribution to the Stoics is 
Correct, it will be best to suppose that Stoics from Chrysippus on did not treat 
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commemorative signs as signs in the strict sense, expressible by conditionals, but 
as ‘convincing’ grounds of inference, expressible by negated conjunctions (as at 
38E 6). 

A scientific ‘demonstration’ (or ‘proof’} looks in many ways like the formal 
articulation of a sign, although there seems to be no requirement that it contain a 
specifically conditional premise. According to 36B 7-11, an argument is 
demonstrative precisely if it is true and has pre-evident premises and a non- 
evident conclusion, e.g. ‘If sweat flows through the surface of the skin, there are 
ducts discoverable by thought. But sweat does flow through the surface of the 
skin. Therefore there are ducts discoverable by thought.’ Here che leading 
premise is claimed as some sort of conceptually evident truth, and the additional 
premise is of course empirically self-evident. But a formally ‘demonstrative’ 
argument may yet fail to be, what this one is, a genuine ‘demonstration’. The 
reason for this fine distinction is apparently not logical but epistemological. [na 
true demonstration the conclusion must be ‘revealed by the force of the 
premises’. Now ina case of conditioned or habituated belief, e.g. the belief that a 
prophecy will come true, an argument meeting the conditions for a demonstra- 
tive argument might be retrospectively constructed by way of justification, but 
no ‘revelation’ would be taking place. It is, chen, a requirement of a real scientific 
demonstration that it be genuinely enlightening. 

For sign-inference as intrinsic to human rationality, see 53T; for signs in 
relation to tense, 51H; for further evidence on expertise, 39A 7; 64; for 
demonstration, see also 40P. 


PHYSICS 
43 The scope of physics 
A Diogenes Laertius 7.148-9 (SVF 2.1022, 1132) 


(1) Zeno says that the whole world and heaven are the substance of god, 
and likewise Chrysippus in On gods book 1 and Posidonius in On gods 
book 1... (2) By ‘nature’ they sometimes mean what sustains the world, 
and sometimes what makes things on the earth grow: nature is a self- 
moving tenor, which completes and sustains its products in accordance 
with seminal principles at determinate times, and continues to perform 
the actions from which they came to light. Furthermore, it aims at utility 
and pleasure, as is evident from human craftsmanship. 


B Diogenes Laertius 7.132 


They {the Stoics] divide physics into the following topics: (i) bodies, (ii) 
principles, (iii) elements, (iv) gods, (v) limits, place, and void. This is a 
division into species. But they make a generic division into three topics: 
(i) the world, (ii) the elements, (iii) enquiry into causes. 


In approaching Stoic physics, we should recall its integral connexion with Stoic 
philosophy as a whole (26B 4, D). Whether regarded as philosophy’s flesh and 
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blood (26D) or its soul (26B 2), physics, which is literally the study of nature, 
offers systematic understanding of ‘the world and its contents’ (26A). The 
indispensability of such knowledge to the ethical end, ‘living in agreement with . 
nature’ (63A—C), is based upon the principle that our individual human natures 
are parts of universal nature (63C 2). 

Physics therefore provides us with the understanding of who we are and of 
how we fit into the general workings of the world. Since the world is the 
‘substance’ of god, and god is the ‘nature which sustains the world and makes 
things grow’ (A), physics, in the final analysis, is theology (26C; cf. 63E). To 
put it another way, physics is chat part of Stoic philosophy which provides the 
terms and theories for understanding that the world functions according to laws 
of an omnipresent divine nature — a nature, moreover, which is through and 
through alive, generative, and designing all its products according to a rational 
plan. Most sections of this chapter, especially 44, 46, 52-5, will underline these 
points repeatedly (and for further discussion of A 2 see commentary on 46A). 
Stoic physics contains many theories and strategies which are of great interest in 
their own right to the history of science. But in order to appreciate their 
conceptual significance, we should acknowledge the Stoics’ lack of concern in 
general for quantitative analysis and the controlled observations characteristic 
of, say, Galen and Prolemy. What fired the Stoics’ imagination, in their 
observation of the world, was a total commitment to the rationalise theology 
just described. 

Turning now to their detailed treatment, we find the topics of physics, just 
like those of logic (31A) and ethics (56A), systematically categorized (B). (For 
the technical niceties concerning division procedure, sce 32C.) This procedure 
will certainly have gone back to Chrysippus, although Diogenes Laertius’ 
source for his summary was probably a handbook written shortly after the time 
of Posidonius. The general acceptability of the divisions Diogenes records is 
suggested by the fact that his own exposition sticks fairly closely to that order of 
topics. This can be seen by aligning his chapters and their subjects with the 
Topics of B: 

1. Specific division s - mE 
D.L. 134 principles = (ii) ` 
D.L. 135 body and limits = (i) and (v) 
D.L. 136 god = {iv) ` BA AD Fy 
D.L. 137 elements = (iii) 
2. Generic division 
D.L. 137-51 world (including god, heavenly bodies, clements) = (i) 
and (ii) 
D.L. 152-9 meteorology, geography, psychology = (iti) 

The two divisions appear to have as their basis a distinction between physics 
and metaphysics (as it would now be called), with the ‘specific’ division covering 
the kind of topics that Aristotle regarded as the business of ‘first philosophy’. 
Diogenes’ second division, the ‘generic one’, takes the present world-order as 15 
starting-point. It offers an account of natural phenomena, with some reference 
to general principles but nothing comparable to the scope of the ‘spec j 
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division. In this latter the subject-matter is not restricted to the contents of the 
present world-order, which comes into being and ceases to exist (see 46; 52). The 
five topics of the ‘specific’ division seem to give an exhaustive account of the 
species of real chings, whether they are everlasting and irreducible, or 
remporary, or ‘subsistent’ as non-bodily ‘somethings’ (see 27). Thus we have a 
division into bodies (1)—(iv), and non-bodies {v} as exemplified by ‘limits, place, 
and void’. The first tour species seem to cover the bodily constituents of reality 
in ascending order of complexity. ILe., (i) the Stoics held that reality consists 
basically, permanently and irreducibly of ‘bodies’ (27B); (ii) the ‘principles’ 
themselves are ‘bodies’ (44B); (iii) the ‘elements’ are temporary dispositions of 
body caused by and reducible to the interaction of the ‘principies’ (see 47); {iv) 
the ‘gods’ are bodies, which can be explained by reference either to the 
‘elements’ or, in the case of Zeus, to the active ‘principle’. Given (v), the non- 
bodies, there is nothing in the nature of things that this division omits. 

Such an interpretation of Diogenes ‘speciftc’ division can only be conjectural. 
Yet it coheres well with Stoic doctrines, especially their concept of the 
‘something’ which embraces al] particulars whether corporeal or not (sce 27). So 
understood, the ‘specific’ division details those items which are fundamental to 
any understanding of the world in general and its features. In one respect, 
however, the order of specific topics raises a problem. Diogenes presents ‘bodies’ 
as the first topic, but the one that he handles first is the second, ‘principles’. Since 
the principles are bodies, this procedure, which we will also follow, may be 
taken to bean expository device that need nat cast doubt on the ultimate priority 
afi bodies in the Stoics’ metaphysical scheme. | 
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44 Principles PN a a i S VES HO. Cree 
A Sextus Empiricus, Against the professors 9.332 (SVF 2.524, part) 


The Stoic philosophers suppose that there is a difference between the 
‘whole’ and the ‘all’. For they say that the world is whole, but the extemal 
void together with the world is all. For this reason they say the ‘whole’ is 
finite, since the world is finite, but che ‘all’ is infinite, since the void 
outside the world is such. Rates dita. aes Aan 


ask ep page 
B Diogenes Laertius 7.134 (SVF 2.300, part, 2.299) i 
(1) They [the Stoics] chink chat there are two principles of the universe, 
that which acts and that which is acted upon. (2) That which is acted upon 
as ungualified substance, i.e. matter; that which acts is the reason [logos] in 
1, Le. god. For this, since it is everlasting, constructs every single thing 
throughout all matter . . . (3) They say there is a difference between 
Pnnciples and elements: the former are ungenerared and indestructible, 
whereas the elements pass away at the conflagration. The principles are 
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also bodies [‘incorporeal’, in the parallel text of the Suda] and without 
form, but the elements are endowed with form. 


C Sextus Empiricus, Against the professors 9.75—-6 (SVF 2.311) 


(1) The substance of what exists, they [the Stoics] say, since it is without 
any motion from itself and shapeless, needs to be set in motion and shaped 
by some cause. (2) For this reason, as when we look at a very beautiful 
bronze we want to know the artist (since in itself the matter is in an 
immobile condition), so when we see the matter of the universe moving 
and possessing form and structure we might reasonably inquire into the 
cause which moves and shapes it into many forms. (3) Itis mot convincing 
that this is anything other than a power which pervades it, just as soul 
pervades us. (4) Now this power is either self-moving or moved by some 
other power. ($) But if it is moved by another power, this second power 
will not be capable of being moved unless it is moved by a third power, 
which is absurd. So there exists a power which in itself is self-moving, 
and this must be divine and everlasting. (6) For either it will be in motion 
from eternity or from a definite time. (7) But it will not be in motion 
from a definite time; for there wili be no cause of its motion from a 


definite time. So, then, the power which moves matter and guides it in 
due order into penerations and changes is everlasting. So this power 


would be god. 
D Calcidius 292 (SVF 1.88, part) 
(1) Zeno says that this very substance [essentia] is finite and that it is the 


one common substrate [substantia] of everything which exists. (2) It is also 


divisible and continuously subject to change. (3) Its parts are changed, 
but they do not perish so as to be destroyed from existing into nothing. 
But as is the case with the innumerable different shapes of wax as well, so 










(4) And since it is 
equally without origin or perishing, because it does not arise from 
something non-existent and will not perish into nothing, it does not lack 
breath and vitality from eternity, to set it in motion rationally, 
sometimes in its entirety, at other times in respect of its parts. . 


E Calcidius 293 


(1) And so the universal body, according to the Stoics, is limited and one 
and whole and substance [essentia]. 







and through it, they say, complete and universal reason passes, 
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just like seed through the genital organs. (3) This reason they take to be an 
actual craftsman, while the cohering body 





(4) But while substance changes, it does not perish either as a 
whole or by the destruction of its parts, because it is a doctrine common 
to all philosophers that nothing either comes to be out of nothing or 
perishes into nothing. For even though all bodies disintegrate by some 
chance, matter still exists always and the craftsman god, that is, reason, by 
which itis established both at what time each thing will come to birth and 
when it will perish. (5) And therefore its birth arises out of existing things 
and passes away into what exists, because it is bounded by things which 
abide as immortals, i.e., that by which and that from which the generated 
thing comes into being. 


F Diogenes Laertius 7.137 (SVF 2.526, part) 


They [the Stoics] use ‘world’ [kosmos] in three ways: of god himself, the 
peculiarly qualified individual consisting of all substance, who is 
indestructible and ingenerable, since he is the manufacturer of the world- 
order, at set periods of time consuming all substance into himself and 
reproducing it again from himself; they also describe the world-order as 
‘world’; and thirdly, what is composed out of both [i.e. god and world- 
order]. 


O Stoic physical theory starts from the presupposition that a single world-order 
exists. Like their predecessors and contemporary rivals they then asked, what 
must the world possess as constituents and causal principles which will explain its 
state at all times? Their answer is given in B—E: an active principle, termed 
‘reason’ (logos) or ‘god’ or ‘cause’ (cf. 55E), and a passive principle, termed 
‘unqualified substance’ or ‘matter’ or ‘substrate’. God and matter are the 
foundations of the world, but this is not equivalent to the ‘all’ (A), i.e. literally 
everything. The world is a ‘whole’ but it is surrounded by infinite void (see 
49A 2). So the two principles are advanced not as an exhaustive account of 
everything but as comprising together the ‘whole’ of the world. 

The capacity to act or to be acted upon {B 1) was no novelty as the defining 
characteristic of what exists. In so characterizing their principles, the Stoics could 
appeal to the Platonic and Aristotelian tradition (see h vol. 2); where they 
differed radically from this tradition was in their insistence that only bodies are 
capable of acting or of being acted upon (see 45). The persistence of empirical 
entities through change (already heavily emphasized in Aristotle's account of 
primary substances} provides reasons for distinguishing between the matter of 
some object and its shape or structure (see 28D 10-12). The Stoics, then, with 
startling economy, propose to explain all the formal or identifying characteris- 
tics of objects by reference to the presence, within their matter, of a divine 
principle that activates and shapes them. 
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According to this scheme any object, or the world as a whoie, can be analysed 
as a composite of matter and god. Bur at this level of generality, neither matter 
nor god, just by itself, provides particular objects with any definite description; 
unlike the four elements (see 46-7), whose form is earth, water etc., the 
principles, which constitute the elements, are themselves ‘without form’ (B 3). 
Matter is what you would get if (per impossibile) you could remove ail the 
characteristics of an object which make it something particular. God accounts 
for those characteristics, but does not furnish the matter that must underlie 
anything with characteristics. Matter needs god in order to be a particular entity, 
and god needs matter in order that there shall be some entity for god to 
characterize. 

It is important to notice that the two principles are so described that they do 
not depend upon specific theories about bodies, elements, or any of the detailed 
apparatus which underpins Stoic analysis of particular phenomena. We are 
asked, however, in C-—F to accept the passive principle, matter, as the Stoics’ 
answer to the question, ‘What is substance?’, and to acknowledge its possessing 
the properties stated in those passages: it is unqualified, incapable of initiating 
motion, finite, common to every body, plastic, everlasting, one, whole. Matter, 
as so described, underlies or provides the foundation for every particular object 
and thus for the differentiated world as a whole (E 2), Since it is uniform, finite, 
everlasting and unqualified, it makes for a world capable of persisting 
indefinitely and yet sustaining within itself constant and varied changes. 

In C 4-7 and D 4 reasons are given for matter’s being everlastingly pervaded, 
moved, and shaped by the active principle. And C, by steps which recall Plato's 
Phaedrus and Aristotle, Physics vui, infers that the active principle, as universal 
efficient cause, is god. Because god or logos is always present in matter (B 2), 
matter always has ‘some quality or other’. The effect of this constant 
combination of god and matter is to make the world in a sense equivalent to god 
(D 3). Hence the description (F) of god as ‘the peculiarly qualified individual 
consisting of all substance’ (cf. 28D-J; 43A 1). Under god's direction, this 
substance or matter alternates everlastingly between a state of pure fire (cf. 
46G 1) and a state which is the differentiated world. 

The philosophical economy of the two principles is striking. They purport to 
answer at least three distinct questions about the world. (1) Matter and god 
together totally comprise the actual ingredients or constituents of the world. (2) 
Matter and god together provide the two concepts needed for causal 
explanations, since all particular beings are constructed by god out of matter (cf. 
55E). (3) Matter and god together give a metaphysical foundation for any 
statement about the world, since to predicate a property of a subject is to describe 
a quality or disposition of god in matter. 

Their historical origin is complex. Reasoning that goes back to Parmenides 
helps to establish some of their properties (D 4, E 4—5; cf. 4A with commentary 
for Epicurus’ use of similar laws); but echoes of Plato and Aristotle are more 
significant. As che active principle, god is a ‘craftsman’ (E 3-4) recalling the 
cosmology of the Timaeus, with its ‘receptacle’ which is utterly plastic and 

nenons as the recipient of qualities. Cosmogony apart, there is a genera 
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W nilarity to Aristotle’s form and matter. But the principles are distinctively 
Stoic, not least because they introduce an all-pervasive divine causal agent 
immanent in matter. For details of their specific cosmological functions see 45-8, 
52, 54-5. 


45 Body si eet, ogee 
A Cicero, Academica 1.39 (SVF 1.90) 


[Speaker: the Antiochean Varro] Zeno also differed from the same 
philosophers (Platonists and Peripatetics] in thinking that it was totally 
impossible that something incorporeal (to which genus Xenocrates and 
his predecessors too had said the mind belonged) should be the agent of 
anything, and that only a body was capable of acting or of being acted 
upon. 


B Sextus Empiricus, Against the professors 8.263 (SVF 2.363) 4 ç. 


According to them [the Stoics] the incorporeal is not of a nature either to 
act or to be acted upon. 


+ 











C Nemesius 78,7-79,2 (SVF 1.518, part) te be 
(1) He [Cleanthes] also says: no incorporeal interacts with a body, and no 


body with an incorporeal, but one body interacts with another body. (2) 
Now the soul interacts with the body when it is sick and being cut, and 


the body with the soul; thus when the soul feels shame and fear the body 
turns red and pale respectively. (3) Therefore the soul is a body. 





D Nemesius 81,6-10 (SVF 2.790, part) 

(1) Chrysippus says that death is the separation of soul from body. (2} 
Now nothing incorporeal is separated from a body. (3) For an 
incorporeal does not even make contact with a body. (4) But the soul 


both makes contact with and is separated from the body. (5) Therefore 
the soul is a body. » 


E Diogenes Laertius 7.135 (SVF 3 Apollodorus 6, part) 

According to Apollodorus in his Physics, body is what has threefold 
extension — length, breadth and depth; this is also called solid body. 
F Galen, On incorporeal qualities 19.483,13-16 (SVF 2.381, part) 


Why .. . do they [the Stoics] say that what has ‘threefold extension 
together with resistance’ is a definition of body alone, and do not also 
apply this definition to colour, flavour, taste and every remaining 
attribute? 


i des 


45 Body 


G Aristocles (Eusebius, Evangelical preparation 15.14.1; SVF 1.98, part) 


He [Zeno] says that fire is the element of what exists, like Heraclitus, and 
that fire has as its principles god and matter, like Plato. But Zeno says that 
they are both bodies, both that which acts and that which is acted upon, 
whereas Plato says that the first active cause is incorporeal. [continued at 
46G] . : 


fh. 32 
H Alexander, On mixture 225,1~2 (SVF 2.310, part) 


They [the Stoics] say that god is mixed with matter, pervading all of it 
and so shaping it, structuring it, and making it into the world. 


From the thesis chat the world is constituted by matter (passive principle) and 
god (active principle), it does not directly follow that either matter or god is 
itself corporeal. The corporeality of both principles, however, is asserted in G 
(cf. 4B 3, and for matter ME), and follows by implication from A-C. if only 
bodies are capable of acting or of being acted upon, god and matter must each be 
corporeal since they are most basically what can act or be acted upon 
respectively. It is essential to see that the capacity to act or be acted upon, though 
peculiar to bodies, is not advanced as a defining characteristic of body per se. In 
confining this capacity to bodies, the Stoics were not redefining body but 
radically rejecting the thesis, accepted by Plato (cf. A, G) and Anistotle, that 
incorporeals can have any causal efficacy. Independent definitions of body were 
offered (E, F), thus allowing the Stoics to maintain chat only entities which 
satisfy these definitions are capable of acting or of being acted upon. As for the 
confinement of existence to bodies (see 27B), this thesis further requires the 
corporeality of the principles, since they constitute the complete foundations of 
the whole world’s existence. 

E was a standard ‘mathematical’ definition of body long before the Stoics (cf. 
Aristotle, Physics 1.5, 204b20, Euclid, Elements 11, Def. 1, defining ‘solid’). For 
their physics they needed to supplement it by adding ‘resistance’ (F) to ‘threefold 
extension’ in order to distinguish body from place or empty space (see 49). The 
essence of this definition can be traced back at least as far as Plato ( Theaetetus 
1§5e, Laws 10.896d). The Stoic ‘principles’ plainly satisfy it since they are 
extended in three dimensions and in contact with one another (44E 2). 

The notion of ‘contact’ is central to the Stoic conception of body and of 
substance (cf. Plato on the materialists, Sophist 246a—b). They had Aristotelian 
precedents for insisting that acting or being acted upon is impossible ‘without 
contact’ (On generation and corruption 322b22~4), and for holding that contact is 
necessary berween all entities capable of being related to one another by mixing 
(322b26-29). ‘Mixture’ is the relationship between the two Stoic ‘principles’ (H; 
see 48); but if they were influenced by Aristotelian accounts of acting and being 
acted upon, they saw no reason to follow Aristotle in exempting celestial physics 
trom bodily mixture and contact. The result of contact between two bodies is 
imteraction’ (sumpatheia), as instanced in the relationship between body and soul 








273 


yr 


Stoic physics 


(C). (The illustration is a pointed rejection of the Platonic and Aristotelian 
tradition where soul is an incorporeal agent, cf. A.) Such interaction applies no 
less to the parts of the world as a whole, and is adduced in explanations of their 
global coherence (SVF 2.546, cf. 49). 

Evidence that the Stoic ‘principles’ are bodies is overwhelming, and reasoning 
to justify it can easily be reconstructed, as we have shown. However, the thesis is 
not without difficulty, and some scholars regard it as a misrepresentation of the 
true position. The chief difficulty might be developed as follows: any 
identifiable existing object is a body and is constituted as such by both the 
‘principles’, god acting in matter. But the two principles are laid down to be 
inseparably connected with one another (44D 3), so they cannot exist separately 
as bodies. Moreover, since they constitute together something which is a body, 
they cannot themselves each be bodies. Hence we should say that the principles 
themselves are ‘incorporeal’, i.e. only conceptually distinguishable aspects of a 
single body. 

The conclusion of this argument has dubious textual support in a variant 
reading at 44B 3. But it cannot be correct. The incorporeality of the principles 
would render them incapable of satisfying their respective functions, acting and 
being acted upon (A-C). Thus the two distinct functions of god and matter, 
instead of being the foundation of everything, would turn out to be simply an 
analytical convenience. In fact either principle, taken on its own, satisfies the 
definition of body given in F. Unlike identifiable physical objects, god and 
matter are not severally capable both of acting and of being acted upon. They 
constitute respectively only one of these ontological functions. But A asserts that 
acting or being acted upon is restricted to bodies. There seems no difficulty in 
supposing that this disjunction holds exclusively for the ‘principles’ but 
inclusively for the particular bodies that they jointly constitute. From this it 
follows that particular bodies arc of a dual nature — composites of matter (body 
under the description ‘capable of being acted upon’) and god (body under the 
description, ‘capable of acting’), the composite being a ‘qualified body’ (see 28). 
The corporeality of qualities is one of many Stoic theses implied by the 
corporeality of both ‘principles’. 

Thus the Stoic ‘principles’ skilfully combine the hard-line materialism of the 
Giants in Plato’s Sophist with his alternative hallmark of existence, ‘capacity to 
act or be acted upon’, which was intended by Plato to undermine materialism 
(44h in vol. 2). In the world-order, as will be seen (46-7), god and matter are 
given definite descriptions which make their separate identification easier. But 
their corporeal existence as ‘principles’ is not made vacuous by their functioning 
correlatively and inseparably. It is also presupposed in the doctrine that two 
bodies can occupy the same place (48F). 


“is 
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A Aetius 1.7.33 (SVF 2.1027, part) . 

(1) The Stoics made god out to be intelligent, a designing fire which 
methodically proceeds towards creation of the world, and encompasses 
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all the seminal principles according to which everything comes about 
according to fate, (2) and a breath pervading the whole world, which 
takes on different names owing to the alterations of the matter through 
which it passes. 


B Diogenes Laertius 7.135—6 (SVF 1.102, part) 


(1) God, intelligence, fate, and Zeus are all one, and many other names 
are applied to him. (2) In the beginning all by himself he turned the entire 
substance through air into water. Just as the sperm is enveloped in the 
seminal fiuid, so god, who is the seminal principle of the world, stays 
behind as such in the moisture, making matter serviceable to himself for 
the successive stages of creation. (3) He then creates first of all the four 
elements, fire, water, air, earth. 


C Diogenes Laertius 7.142 (SVF 1.102, part) 


(1) The world is created when the substance is turned from fire through 
air into moisture; then the thicker parts of the moisture condense and end 
up as earth, but the finer parts are thoroughly rarefied, and when they 
have been thinned still further, they produce fire. (2) Thereafter by 
mixture plants and animals and the other natural kinds are produced out 
of these. 


D Stobaeus 1.213,15-21 (SVF 1.120, part} 


(1) Zeno says that the sun and the moon and each of the other stars are 
intelligent and prudent and have the fieriness of designing fire. (2) For 
there are two kinds of fire: one is undesigning and converts fuel into itself, 
the other is designing, causing growth and preservation, as is the case in 
plants and animals where it is physique and soul respectively. (3) Such is 
the fire which constitutes the substance of the stars. 


E Plutarch, On Stoic self-contradictions 1052c—D (SVF 2.604, part) 


(1) In On providence book 1 he [Chrysippus] says that Zeus continues to 
grow until he has used up everything on himself: ‘For since death is the 
separation of soul from the body, and the soul of the world is not 
separated but grows continuously until it has completely used up its 
matter on itself, the world must not be said to die.’ . . . (2) In the same 
book he has written clearly: ‘The world alone is said to be self-sufficient 
because it alone has within itself everything it needs, and it gets its 


nounshment and growth from itself since its different parts change into 
one another.’ 


F Plutarch, On Stoic self-contradictions 1053B (SVF 2.605, part) 


(1) He [Chrysippus] says that when conflagration has occurred through 
and through, <the world is through and through> alive and animal, but 
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as it goes out again and condenses, it turns into water and earth and bodily 
nature. (2) In his On providence book 1 he says: ‘When the world is fiery 
through and through, it is directly both its own soul and commanding- 


faculty. But when, having changed into moisture and the soul which . 


remains therein, it has in a way changed into body and soul so as to be 
compounded out of these, it has got a different principle’. 


G Aristocles (Eusebius, Evangelical preparation 15.14.2; SVF 1.98, part; 
continuing 45G) 


[Reporting Stoic doctrine] (1) At certain fated times the entire world is 
subject to conflagration, and then is reconstituted afresh. (2) But the 
primary fire is as it were a sperm which possesses the principles [logoi] of 
all things and the causes of past, present, and future events. The nexus and 
succession of these is fate, knowledge, truth, and an inevitable and 
inescapable law of what exists. (3) In this way everything in the world is 
excellently organized as in a perfectly ordered society. 

















H Origen, Against Celsus 4.14 (SVF 1.1052, part) 


The god ofthe Stoics, in as much as he is a body, sometimes has the whole 
substance as his commanding-faculty; this is whenever the conflagration 
is in being; at other times, when world-order exists, he comes to be in a 
part of substance. 


Ett K A ois pen Baran 


I Alexander Lycopolis 19,2—-4 


The argument of Zeno of Citium, who states that the ‘all’ will be subject 
to conflagration: ‘Everything which burns and has something to burn 
will burn it completely; now the sun is a fire and will it not burn what it 
has? From this he concluded, as he supposed, that the ‘all’ will be subject 
to conflagration. 


er 
ar Fin, 


J Diogenes Laertius 7.141 (SVF 2.589, part) © 5 bo ott 


They [the Stoics] also suppose that the world is perishable, since it is 
generated on the same principle as perceptible objects, and anything 
whose parts are perishable is perishable as a whole; but the parts of the 
world are perishable, since they change into one another; therefore the 
world is perishable. N 

EA S 


K Eusebius, Evangelical preparation 15.18.2 (SVF 2.596, part) 


On the world’s periodic destruction into fire at very long intervals 
‘destruction’ is not used in an unqualified sense by those who hold that 
the whole world is dissolved into fire, which they call the conflagration. 
They use the term destruction in place of natural change. 
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L Plutarch, On common conceptions 1075D (SVF 1.510) 


Cleanthes, moreover, in defending the conflagration, says that the sun 
<as commanding-faculty> assimilates the moon and the rest of the stars 
to itself and changes them into itself. 


M Philo, On the indestructibility of the world 90 (SVF 1.511, part) 


At the conflagration the world . . . must either change into flame, as 
Cleanthes thought, or into light, as Chrysippus supposed. 


N Plutarch, On common conceptions 1067A (SVF 2.606) 


Whenever they [the Stoics] subject the world to conflagration, no evil at 
ali remains, but the whole is then prudent and wise. 


O Seneca, Letters 9.16 (SVF 2.1065) 


What kind of life will a wise man have if he is abandoned by his friends 
and hurled into prison or isolated in some foreign country or detained on 
a long voyage or cast out onto a desert shore? It will be like the life of 
Zeus, at the time when the world is dissolved and the gods have been 
blended together into one. when nature comes to a stop for a while; he 
reposes in himself given over to his thoughts. The wise man's behaviour 
is just like this: he retires into himself, and is with himself. 


P Philo, On the indestructibility of the world 76-7 


Boethus of Sidon and Panaetius . . . gave up the conflagrations and 
regenerations, and deserted to the holier doctrine of the entire world’s 
indestructibility. Diogenes [of Babylon] too is reported to have 
subscribed to the doctrine of the conflagration when he was a young 
man, but to have had doubts in his maturity and suspended judgement. 


` Indetermining the properties of the world’s active principle, the Stoics laid stress 
on its intelligence or craftsmanship and its self-directing vitality (44B-F). It is 
these considerations which primarily account for their claim that god is a 
designing fire’ (A 1) which has as its complete plan for the world ‘all the seminal 
Principles’. As an actual constituent of the world, the Stoic god is not a detached 
Crattsman such as Plato had described, nor is there any metaphorical confusion 
in combining technology and biology to explain his activity. ‘Seminal 
Principles’ describe the mode of god’s activity in matter, a rational pattern of 
constructive growth which is both the life of god and the ordered development 
of ail particular things (cf. 43A 2). The idea is not that god ‘seeds’ the world, and 

leaves its maturation to develop independently. He is in his own identity 
the causal chain of fate (B1, G2; see 55 and 62). His own life-history is co- 
extensive with that of the world which he creates. 

ere are obvious and intentional links between Stoic physical theory and 
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doctrines of Heraclitus. From him they drew support for the identity of god, 
logos, and fire; and his account of the ‘transformations’ of fire (KRS 218) has lefta 
clear imprint on Stoic cosmogony. But the ‘fieriness’ of their active principle is 
no simple rehash of Heraclitus. [ts strong biological and teleological aspects 
point to Platonic and Aristotelian preconceptions which may appear awk- 
wardly linked to a fiery active principle. Fire, as a causal agent, naturally suggests 
a mechanistic method of explanation, and that seems to be attached uneasily, if 
not superfluously, to the providential intelligence and creativity the Stoics 
ascribe to god. Standard summanies of Stoic cosmogony (e.g. C) can give the 
impression that transformations of fire are sufficient by themselves to explain the 
origin and present order of things. If they are not sufficient, what reason do we 
have for thinking them even necessary? 

Quite certainly the description of the Stoic god as fire is authentic. Buc the 
evidence for the two Stoic principles (see 44) strongly implies that this 
description should be analysed strictly as a reference to the activity of god in 
matter. In abstraction from matter (an impossibility) god is not fire but an 
intelligent energizing power, this is a body but not one which corresponds to 
any empirical property. If this is correct, it becomes possible to associate the 
fieriness and providential intelligence of god without redundancy. ‘Designing 
fire’, which must be distinguished from the fire of ordinary experience (D 2), is 
the necessary consequence of god’s constant conjunction with matter. He acts in 
the form of fire, but fire on its own is not sufficient to explain the nature of his 
activity. Hence the elaborate description of A 1. ‘Breath pervading the whole 
world’ (A 2) is Chrysippus’ favoured specification of god’s activity (see 4711, 
L 1, and for further complex accounts of god, 54A—B). 

The ‘designing fire’ is the vital principle in living things (D2), and its 
sustaining powers throughout all nature, with which it is regularly identified, 
were argued at length by Cleanthes (see 47C). Since god and matter are 
everlasting and always conjoined, the universe never ceases to possess vital heat. 
But the early Stoics did not maintain that the present world-order (kosmos) is 
ungenerated and indestructible. Its existence, like that ofits parts, is finite (J), and 
this thesis was vividly, if strangely, reinforced by reflection on the consequences 
of making fire the mode of god’s activity. The present world-order will end ina 
tota] conflagration, activated by the sun (I, L), but will then be reconstituted 
again as the conflagration subsides (Gr). On this conception (which was: 
questioned or rejected by some later Stoics, P), the universe is a cyclical process. 
which alternates for ever between an ordered system, of which we ourselves are: 
parts, and a state of pure fire, or ‘light’ in Chrysippus’ interesting formulationi 
(M). { 

Details concerning the world’s everlasting recurrence will be studied later (see: 
52). Two general points about it need to be noted now. First, it provides a subtle: 
answer to the frequently stated objection that a providential deity (so strongly; 
> emphasized by Stoics, see 54) would never destroy the excellent world he hasi 
created. Plato had insisted on this point in the Timaeus (41a—b); and Chrysippus- 
close reading and appropriation of that book is plain from E 2 (cf. Timaeus 33¢) 
which refers to the self-sufficiency of the world in the most extended sense of 
kosmos: i.e. the infinite sequence of finite world-orders and conflagrations (£. 
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44F). Hence the end of the present world will not be a ‘destruction’ in an 
unqualified sense (K); it introduces no discontinuity in the life of the world at its 
most extended, but only a ‘natural change’. The early Stoics adopt an option, 
considered and rejected by Aristotle (On the heavens 1.10), whereby there is not 
an everlasting single world-order but an everlasting succession of worlds which 
manifest exactly the same order. Secondly, the duration of any world-order and 
the conflagrations which precede and follow its existence are presented as phases 
in the life of god. The conflagration completely instantiates god’s providence 
(O; cf. 280 4), and so what brings the present world-order to an end is that state 
of the universe which, in its total goodness and wisdom (N), will ensure the 
reconstitution of world-order in the best possible way. Thus the early Stoics 
sought to reconcile empirical evidence of the present world’s long-term 
destructibility (see vol. 2 note on J) and a commitment to god's everlasting 
providence. 


A world-order begins when the universal conflagration, a state of pure fire, 
subsides by changing to hot air and then condenses into moisture (B 2, C 1). This 
moist state of things in tum undergoes further changes which finally resule in the 
production of the four distinct elements (see 47A). Viewed oucwardly the 
processes appear mechanical (as presented in C), but they are actually a self- 
transformation of god (B2-3, F2, H). The model we are offered for 
understanding this is biological, and specifically, anthropomorphic. The soul of 
a man is the rational ‘commanding-faculty’ which pervades and governs his 
body (see 53G—H), god is the rational commanding-faculty of the universe. 
During the conflagration the universe and its divine soul or commanding- 
faculty are completely coextensive (F 2, H); in this state of pure fire the universe 
has nothing analogous to a human body. But at the onset of cosmogony the 
divine fire contracts to become a fiery ‘sperm’ or ‘soul’ (B 2, F 2, G2) within a 
universe whose liquefaction, consequential on the subsidence of fire, is 
analogous to the growth of an animal's body. As the universe alternates between 
conflagration and world-order, so god alternates from being cocxtensive as fire 
with the whole universe to becoming a form of the fiery element of a world- 
order which is differentiated into three other elemental constituents (cf. H). 
When the conflagration recurs, this differentiation comes to an end; the universe 
once again ceases to have a ‘body’, which is another way of saying that ‘Zeus 
withdraws into providence’ (cf. O; 280 4). By withdrawing from the world- 
order, he brings it to an end, and occupies that state of forethought which will 
result in the germination of the next world-order. 


In their transmitted form these theories seem stronger in imagination than in 
Precision. Bur the imagination is powerful, and in a sense, compelling. On 
materialist foundations the Stoics offer a theory of events which seeks to unify 
the different explanatory forces of optimistic theology, goal-directed rational 
processes, a biological model of change, and a rigorous causal nexus. 


' ‘ . 
a say 'a form ofthe fiery element’ because the nature of god seems to be fully instantiated only in 
da designing fire’ (A 1, D). There is a problem (see e.g. B 3) about the relationship between 

fing fire and the element fire, This will be taken up in the next section. 
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A Stobaeus 1.129,2-130,13 (SVF 2.413, part) -. > 


` (1) Chrysippus has the following views on the elements formed out of 


substance, following Zeno the leader of the school. (2) He says that there 


` are four elements <fire, air, water, earth, out of which everything is 


composed — animals,> plants, the whole world and its contents — and 
that they are dissolved into these. (3) The element par excellence is so called 
because the remainder are composed out of it in the first place by 
alteration and into it lastly everything is diffused and dissolved, but it 
does not admit of diffusion or resolution into something else. (4) On the 
basis of this account fire is called an element sui generis, since it isnot with 


_ another one; but according to the earlier account [i.e. (1) above], it is 


constitutive along with others, since the first change to occur is the one 
from fire into air by condensation, and the second ensuing from this into 


_ water, and the third, with water being still more compressed on the same 


principle, into earth. Reciprocally, from the dissolution and diffusion 


_ of earth, the first diffusion is into water, the second from water into air, 


the third and last into fire. (5) Everything of fiery form is called fire, 


` the aeriform is called air, and similarly with the rest. (6) Element, then, 
` according to Chrysippus has three meanings. (7) First, it means fire, be- 


cause out of it the remaining elements are composed by alteration and 
into it they get their resolution. (8) Secondly, it means the four elements, 


_ fire, air, water, earth, since all other things are composed by means of a 


particular one of these or more than one of these or all of these — all four in 
the case of animals and all terrestrial compounds, two in the case of the 
moon, which is composed by means of fire and air, and just one, in the 


` case of the sun, which is composed by means of fire; for the sun is pure 


~ 


fire. (9) On the third account, element is said to be that which is primarily 
so composed that it causes generation from itself methodically up to a 
terminus and from that receives resolution into itself by the like method.. 


; B Diogenes Laertius 7.137 (SVF 2.580, part) oe ot 


* (1) Fire is che hot one [element], water the moist, air the cold and earth the 


dry. . . (2) Uppermostis the fire called ‘aether’ in which the sphere of the’ 


' fixed stars is first created, and next the sphere of the planets. After this the’ 


air, and then the water, and as foundation of everything the earth, which; 
is at the centre of all things. 


C Cicero, On the nature of the gods 2.23-5, 28—30 
[The Stoic spokesman Balbus] (1) It is a fact that all things which underg® 
nurture and growth contain within themselves a power of heat sae 
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which they could not be nurtured and grow. For everything which is hot 
and fiery is roused and activated by its own movement; but a thing which 
is nourished and grows has a definite and regular movement; as long as 
this remains in us, so long sensation and life remain, but when the heat has 
been chilled and extinguished, we ourselves die and are extinguished. (2) 
By the following evidence too Cleanthes shows how great is the power 
of heat within every body: he says there is no food so heavy that it is not 
digested in the course of a night and a day; and even in the remains of 
food which nature excretes heat is present. Moreover, the veins and 
arteries do not cease to pulsate by a flame-like movement, and it has often 
been observed that when a living thing’s heart is torn out, it beats so 
rapidly that it resembles the swiftness of fire. Therefore every living 
thing, whether animal or vegetable, is alive on account of the heat 
enclosed within it. From this it must be understood that the element heat 
has within itself a vital power which pervades the whole world. (3) We 
shall recognize this more readily from a more detailed account of this all- 
penetrating fieriness in its entirety. All parts of the world (I shall speak 
only of the greatest) are supported and maintained by heat. This can be 
seen first in the element earth . . . (4) It follows from this that, since all 
parts of the world are maintained by heat, the world itself too has been 
preserved over so long a time by a comparable and like element — and all 
the more so because it must be understood that this hot and fiery entity is 
extended in every nature in such a way that it contains the power of 
teproduction and the cause of generation, since it is that by which all 
living things, including those whose roots are sustained by the earth, 
must be brought to birth and grow. (5) There is therefore an element 
which sustains the whole world and protects it, and it certainly does not 
lack sensation and reason. For every nature which is not isolated and 
simple but conjoined and composite must have within itself some 
commanding-faculty, such as intelligence in man, and something 
resembling intelligence in beasts, from which desires for things arise; 
trees too and plants are thought to have a commanding-faculty in their 
roots . . . So it must be the case that the element which contains the 
commanding-faculty of the whole of nature is the best of all things and 
the most worthy of having authority and power over everything. (6) 
Now we see that there is sensation and reason in the parts of the world 
(for there is nothing in all the world which is not a part of the whole 
world). Therefore they must be in that part which contains the world’s 
commanding-faculty, and certainly they must be sharper and greater. So 
the world must be wise, and that element which holds all things together 
in its embrace must be perfectly and outstandingly rational. Therefore 


the world must be god, and all the power of the world must be sustained 
Y a divine element. 
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D Nemesius 164,15-18 (SVF 2.418) 


The Stoics say that some of the elements are active and others passive: air 
and fire are active, earth and water passive. 


E Galen, On natural faculties 106,13-17 (SVF 2.406) 


Since they [the Stoics] would explain the reciprocal change of even the 
elements themselves by certain expansions and contractions, it was 
reasonable for them to make the hot and the cold active principles. 


F Galen, On bodily mass 7.525,9-14 (SVF 2.439, part) 


The chief proponents of the sustaining power, such as the Stoics, make 
what sustains one thing, and what is sustained something different: the 
breathy substance is what sustains, and the material substance what is 
sustained. And so they say that air and fire sustain, and earth and water are 
sustained, 


G Plutarch, On common conceptions 1085c-—D (SVF 2.444, part) 


They [the Stoics] say that earth and water sustain neither themselves nor 
other things, but preserve their unity by participation in a breathy and 
fiery power; but air and fire because of their tensility can sustain 
themselves, and by blending with the other two provide them with 
tension and also stability and substantiality. 


H Galen, On Hippocrates’ and Plato’s doctrines 5.3.8 (SVF 2.841, part) 


(Reporting and objecting to Chrysippus} This breath [i.e. the one which 
constitutes the soul’s commanding-faculty] possesses two parts, elements 
or conditions, which are blended with one another through and through, 
the cold and hot, or if one wished to describe them by different names 
taken from their substances, air and fire; and it also acquires some 
moisture from the bodies in which it dwells. 


I Alexander, On mixture 224,14-17, 23-6 (SVF 2.442, part) 


[Arguing against the Stoics] (1) Moreover, if breath composed of fire and 
air passes through all bodies by being blended with them all, and each 
body has existence attached to it from breath, how could there still be any 
simple body?. . . (2) Also, what is the simultaneous movement of breath 
in opposite directions, by which it sustains everything in which it is 
present, since, in their own words, it is a breath which moves 
simultaneously out of itself and into itself. And by what form of 
movement does it take place? zi 
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J Nemesius 70,6~71,4 


(t) Now if the soul is a body of any kind at all, even if it is of the rarest 
consistency, what is it that sustains it? (2) For it has been proved that every 
body needs something to sustain it, which is an endless regress until we 
reach something incorporeal. (3) If they should say, as the Stoics do, that 
there exists in bodies a kind of tensile movement which moves 
simultaneously inwards and outwards, the outward movement produc- 
ing quantities and qualities and the inward one unity and substance, we 
must ask them (since every movement issues from some power), what 
this power is and in what substance it consists. 


K Galen, On muscular movement 4.402,12-403,10 (SVF 2.450, part) 


(1) Imagine a lofty bird which appears to be staying in the same place. 
Should one describe it as motionless, as though it happened to be 
suspended from above, or as moving upwards to the same extent as the 
weight of its body carries it downwards? I think the latter is more correct. 
If you killed the bird or destroyed its muscular tension, you would see it 
fall quickly to the ground. That makes it plain that the bird was evenly 
counterbalancing its innate downward inclination due to the weight of 
its body by the upward motion resulting from its soul’s tension. (2) This 
is not the time to consider whether in all such cases the body moves now 
up and now down undergoing contrary movements in turn, while 
appearing to stay in the same place owing to the speed and suddenness of 
the changes and the minute distance of the movements, or whether it 
really occupies a single place during the whole ame. 


L Alexander, On mixture 223,25-36 (SVF 2.441, part) 


{Arguing against the Stoics] (1) In this case [i.e. the impossibility of water 
being completely mixed with breath, as Alexander asserts], how could it 
still be true that the universe is unified and sustained by a breath which 
pervades the whole of it? (2) Furthermore, it would be reasonable for the 
sustainment generated by breath to be similar in all bodies. But this is not 
so. For some bodies are continuous, others discrete. It is more reasonable, 
therefore, to say that each of them is sustained and unified with itself by 
us own form, by virtue of each thing's essence, and that their mutual 
mteraction is preserved both by their participation in matter and by the 
nature of the divine body which surrounds them, rather than by the bond 
of breath. (3) What too is the tension of breath which binds bodies 
together so that they both have continuity in relation to their own parts 
and are connected with the bodies adjacent to them? 
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M Plutarch, On Stoic self-contradictions 1053-10543 (SVF 2.449) 


(1) In his books On tenors he [Chrysippus] again says that tenors are 
nothing but currents of air: ‘It is by these that bodies are sustained. The 
sustaining air is responsible for the quality of each of the bodies which are 
sustained by tenor; in iron this quality is called hardness, in stone density, 
and in silver whiteness.’ . . . (2) Yet they maintain that matter, which is of 
itself inert and motionless, is everywhere the substrate for qualities, and 


that qualities are breaths and aeriform tensions which give form and 
shape to the parts of matter in which they come to be. 


N Galen, Medical introduction 14.726,7-11 (SVF 2.716, part) 


There are two kinds of innate breath, the physical kind and the psychic 
kind. Some people [i.e. the Stoics] also posit a third, the tenor kind. The 
breath which sustains stones is of the tenor kind, the one which nurtures 


animals and plants is physical, and the psychic breath is that which, in 


animate beings, makes animals capable of sensation and of moving in 
every way. 


O Diogenes Laertius 7.138~9 (including SVF 2.634) 


(1) The world is directed by intelligence and providence, . . . since 
intelligence pervades every part of it, just like the soul in us. (2) But it 
pervades some parts to a greater extent and others to a lesser degree. 
Through some parts it passes as tenor, as through bones and sinews. 
Through others as intelligence, as through the commanding-faculty. (3) 
So the whole world, which is an animal and animate and rational, has the 
aether as its commanding-faculty, as Antipater of Tyre says in his On the 
world book 8. (4) But Chrysippus in his On providence book 1 and 
Posidonius in his On gods say that the world’s commanding-faculty is the 
heaven, and Cleanthes the sun. Yet Chrysippus in the same book has a 
rather different account — the purest part of the aether; this they say, as 
primary god, passes perceptibly as it were through the things in che air 
and through all animals and plants, and through the earth itself by way of 
tenor. 


P Philo, Allegortes of the laws 2.22—3 (SVF 2.458, part) 


(1) Intelligence . . . has many powers, the tenor kind, the physical, the 
psychic, the rational, the calculative . . . (2) Tenor is also shared by lifeless 
things, stones and logs, and our bones, which resemble stones, also 
participate in it. (3) Physique also extends to plants, and in us there are 
things like plants — nails and hair. Physique is tenor in actual motion. (4) 
Soul is physique which has also acquired impression and impulse. This! i 
also shared by irrational animals. 


eo~ 
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Q Philo, God’s immutability 35-6 (SVF 2.458, part) 


(1) He [God] bound some bodies by tenor, others by physique, others by 
soul, and others by rational soul. (2) In stones, and logs which have been 
severed from their physical connexion, he created tenor which is the 
strongest bond. This is breath which turns back towards itself. It begins 
to extend itself from the centre to the extremities, and having made 
contact with the outer surfaces it bends back again until it returns to the 
same place from which it first set out. (3) This continuous double course 
of tenor is indestructible. 


R Philo, Questions and answers on Genesis 2.4 (SVF 2.802) 


(1) Why does God command that the ark be tarred inside and outside? .. 
(2) Everything that is sustained by glue is immediately forced into a 
natural union. (3) Now our body, which is composed of many parts, is 
united externally and internally, and it holds firm by its own tenor. And 
_ the higher tenor of these parts is the soul: being at the centre, it moves 
everywhere, right to the surface and from the surface it returns to the 
centre. The result is that a single animate nature is enveloped by a double 
bond, thus being fitted to a stronger tenor and union. (4) This ark, then, is 
smeared with tar inside and outside for the reason mentioned. 


S Simplicius, On Aristotle’s Categories 237,25-238,20 (SVF 2.393, part) 


_ (1) It is worthwhile to understand the Stoics’ usage in regard co these 
terms. In the opinion of some people, they reverse Aristotle by taking 
character [diathests] to be more stable than tenor [hexis]. (2) What gives 
rise to such an opinion is not, however, a difference between these terms 
in virtue of differing stability, in Stoic doctrine, but a difference over 
characters. For they say that tenors can be intensified and relaxed, but 
characters are not susceptible to intensification or relaxation. So they call 
the straightness of a stick a character, even though it is easily alterable 
since it can be bent. For the straightness could not be relaxed or 
intensified, nor does it admit of more or less, and so it is a character. For 
the same reason the virtues are characters, not because of their stable 
feature but because they are not susceptible to intensification or increase. 
But expertises, although they are resistant to change, are not characters. 
(3) The Stoics also seem to think that tenor pertains to the general scope 
of the form, but character to the goal of the form and its fullest 
realization, whether it should be changed and modified, as with the 
straightness of the stick, or not. (4) There is the further question of 
whether perhaps state [schesis], in Stoic usage, is the same as the 
Anstotelian character (diathesis}, differing from tenor (hexis] by reference 
to case or difficulty ofits destruction. But they do not agree on this either. 
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Aristotle says that unreliable health is a character; but the Stoics do not 
admit that health of any kind is a state. In their view it has the feature of a 
tenor. For they take states to be marked out by acquired conditions, 
tenors by their intrinsic activities. (5) So tenors, for them, are not 
specified by their duration or strength, but by a certain peculiarity and 
mark. Just as things with roots are rooted in different degrees but have the 
single common feature of holding to the earth, so tenor has the same 
meaning in things which change with difficulty and in those which 
change easily. It is a general truth that many things which are qualified 
generically are defective in the feature by which they are specified, such 
as sour wine, bitter almonds, Molossian and Maltese dogs. These all carry 
the mark of their genus, though to a slight and relaxed extent, and their 
tenor persists in a single condition so far as its actual defining terms are 
concerned; but frequently it is easy to change for some other reason. 


T Plutarch, On the principle of cold 948D—£, 9498 (SVF 2.430, part) 


[Reporting Stoic doctrine] (1) Since fire is simultaneously hot and bright, 
the nature opposite to fire must be both cold and dark; for as dark is the 
opposite of bright, so is cold of hot, and as dark confuses sight, so cold has 
the same effect on touch. But heat diffuses the sense of the person 
touching, just as brightness does that of the person seeing. Therefore what 
is primarily dark in its nature is also primarily cold. Nor have poets failed 
to notice that what is primarily dark is air . . . (2) Moreover, freezing, 
which is the most extreme and violent effect of cold on bodies, is a case of 
water being acted upon and of air acting. For by itself water is fluid, and 
not stiff or solid; but when compressed by air under the agency of its cold 
it becomes tight and compact. 


Four distinct elements, as has already been seen (46B 2, C), are not, as they are in 
Aristotle's cosmology, permanent features of the Stoic universe, but the basic 
qualifications of matter throughout the duration of each temporally limited 
world-order (A 8). Within this quartet, however, fire occupies a special status 
{A 3-4, 7, 9). it is the element par excellence (A 3; cf. 45G), and a permanent 
feature of the universe. Its own transformations, co-extensive with the designing 
activities of god or reason, bring about the alternating phases of the cosmic cycle, 
and they also control the beginning and the end of the other clements' reciprocal 
changes within the world (A 4}. The Stoics acknowledged that any one of their 
four elements embraced a wide range of phenomena (A 5). The elements 
function as class names which denote generic properties, hot, cold etc. (B 1), 
admitting of continuous specific variation. This implies that we were correct to 
identify the full activity of god in the world-order with ‘a form of the fiery 
element’ (see 46 commentary). Both ‘designing’ and ‘undesigning’ fire (46D 2) 
are species of ‘the hot’, so there is no problem about finding god instantiated im. 
the element fire, provided that element be also allowed to accommodate 
manifestations of heat which are not divine creative activity. Needing god to be 
active throughout the world-order, the Stoics did not follow Anstotle in: 
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nominating the aether as a fifth and peculiarly divine element. But they took 
over that term, with its Aristotelian connotations, for the celestial fire, and 
regarded it as the form of matter which quintessentially expresses god's activity 
(B2, O4; cf. 46D 3 and 280 4). Each element has a natural place assigned to it 
within the world (B 2, see 49J), but transformations between them take place 
continually by condensation and rarefaction (E). 

The special status of ‘vital heat’ or ‘designing fire’ is indicated in a long 
argument which goes back in essence to Cleanthes (C). This shows once again 
the powerful influence of biology on Stoic physics. Starting from the 
commonplace medical claim (C 1) that innate heat is the principle ofall forms of 
life, Cleanthes took the much bolder step of citing evidence for the ubiquitous 
‘sustaining power’ of heat throughout the whole of the world (C 2-3), and 
concluded from this that che world itself owes its coherence to that vital power. 
The next stage of his argument exploits an assumed connexion between the 
common vital principles of animate beings and the world itself (C 5-6). Men or 
animals have intelligence or quasi-inteiligence as their ‘commanding-faculty’ 
(for accounts of this term see 53). But they are parts of the world; and we should 
take it that the world itself possesses pre-eminent intelligence as its command- 
ing-faculty. From this most dubious step, Cleanthes concludes that the world is a 
living being identical with god (or more strictly, having god as its commanding- 
faculty, cf. 44F; 46H). 

The main fallacies in this argument from microcosm to macrocosm were 
probably inspired by Zeno (see 54G 9). Its general effects for Stoic physics are 
more interesting. They recognized that the coherence of the world-order is a 
fact requiring explanation. The considerations of C persuaded them to seek the 
answer in a pervasive power which makes intelligent use of its own cohesive 
force to energize and sustain all parts of the world. This was a highly original 
extension of the biological conception of ‘vital heat’. 


In Cleanthes’ argument no vitalizing or ‘sustaining’ power is attributed to any 
clement besides fire. That view was modified in che more complex physics 
which we may attribute to Chrysippus. His predecessors had already identified 
the soul or vita] principle of animals with pneuma, ‘breath’ which is hot air (cf. 
53). Following their analogical reasoning from microcosm to macrocosm, 
Chrysippus opted for ‘breath’ rather than heat on its own as the sustaining 
pnnciple of the world. This prompted the distinction between ‘active’ and 
Passive’ elements (D; S5F), which thus provided a neat description of the 
workings of god and matter, the ‘active’ and ‘ passive’ principles (44B), within 
the world-order. Chrysippus had an Aristotelian precedent for the ‘activity’ of 
hot and cold, and the identification of dry and moist with ‘matter’ (On generation 
and corruption 329b24); but Stoic elements, unlike chose of Aristotle, are 
characterized by only one basic property, hot for fire, cold for air etc. (B), 
though this does not exclude each element from having secondary, perceptible 
characteristics which also distinguish it from the others (cf. T).! Medical theory 
and Anstotelian biology had made much of the ‘vital’ powers of ‘breath’, but the 


L P z 
: laws ji hrastus differed from Aristotle, and anticipated the Stoics, in assigning cold ro air (On fire 
=e es he also treated the hot and cold as ‘principles’ (ibid, 8). In the physics of his successor, 
- hot and cold are recorded as the ‘elements’ (Stobaeus 1.124,18}. 
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extension of these to the world itself, as with the ‘vical heat’ of Cleanthes, was a 
Stoic innovation. 

‘Breath’ consists of a ‘through-and-through blending’ of its two constitutive 
elements (H), which means that any portion of it, irrespective of size, is 
characterized by hot and cold. Chrysippus deduced from this that ‘breath’ is a 
dynamic continuum, in part expanding from its heat (fire) and in part 
contracting from its cold (air) (E, T). This complex motion was described as 
‘tension’ or ‘tensile movement’ (G, J, K, L 3). It invokes the idea of elasticity 
expressed by the verb teinein, ‘to stretch’. The special character of this motion is 
its simultaneous activity in opposite directions, outwards and inwards (I2, J}, 
whereby we should understand fire and air to be pulling, as it were, against each 
other in the blend which they constitute. Philo probably refers to che same 
conception, only more elaborately, when he speaks of the ‘breath’ within stones 
and logs as extending from the centre to the extremities and back again (Q2, 
R3). This need not imply alternating rather than simultaneous contrary 
movements, as his image of the double race-course (Q3) may suggest. But 
‘tensile movement’ could be interpreted as a very rapid alternation of contrary 
motions by those who put the Stoic theory to work for their own purposes (K). 

In this evidence Galen may be modifying the Stoics’ specification of 
simultaneiry, but his use of ‘tension’ as a plausible explanation of muscular 
activity casts light on its most important function in Stoicism. Galen wants to 
explain how a hovering bird can appear to be at rest. He suggests that in fact the 
bird may be counterbalancing its downward movement, due to body weight, 
by an alternating succession of muscular movements which carry it upwards, so 
that it is imperceptibly moving up and down but giving the appearance of 
immobility. Thus the Stoics explained the apparent stability and properties of 
everyday objects by the ‘tensile movement’ of their constituent elements. ! 
Though primarily an attribute of fire or air, and the compound ‘breath’ which 
they constitute, tensility is distributed to the passive elements, earth and water, 
through their being permeated by ‘breath’ (G). The Stoics expressed this causal 
relationship between the active ‘breath’ and the passive ‘matter’ (earth and 
water) by exploiting forms of the verb (sunjechetnt, ‘to have’ or ‘to hold’ 
(together), which we translate by ‘sustain’. The coherence of earth and water, 
the elements which have absolute weight, is due to their being ‘sustained’ by the 
weightless elements, air and fire (G, 49J). Thus earth and water become the 
material base or substrate of objects. What something is, its duration, 
dimensions, and qualities, are all products of the ‘sustaining’ powers of ‘breath’ 
(11, J, M2; 55F, H). 

Within this scheme, it is to be noted that fire or heat retains its primacy as the 
activating and shaping principle. The quantities and qualities of a thing are due 
to the ‘outward’ tensile movement (J), and this should refer to the expansive 
character of fire, with cold or air responsible for the stabilizing movement 
inwards. If Chrysippus sometimes spoke of air currents (M 1) as the causes of a 
thing's qualities, he can hardly have meant anything different from ‘breaths’ 


1 Cleanthes made some use of ‘tension’, but its full development, like that of ‘breath’, was probably 


due to Chrysippus. They could invoke the authority of Heraclitus, who had explained the 
structure of a bow ora lyre as a result of ‘back~turning’ (or ‘back-stretching’) harmony (KRS 209)- 
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(M2), in which fire is an approximately equal constituent. But we should not 
suppose that the opposite motions of air and fire within ‘breath’ are always equal 
to one another. If that were so, the Stoics could not explain, as they did, all 
qualities and differentiated substances by reference to ‘breath’. The Stoic 
conception of ‘through-and-through blending’ (see 48) sets no limit to the 
relative quantities of its constituents; so we may reasonably conjecture that the 
proportions of air to fire in ‘breath’ vary in relation to the different qualifications 
they generate in matter, and matter itself, as constituted by earth and water, 
must be regarded as a further variable. 


The ‘sustaining’ or, as it may equally well be called, the defining quality of a 
differentiated body was given the term ‘tenor’, which in Greek is the verbal 
noun hexis for the verb echein, ‘to have’ or ‘to hold’. The ‘tenor’ of something is 
its constitutive ‘breath’, e.g. the hardness of iron or the whiteness of silver (M 1). 
‘Tenor’ thus constitutes the defining characteristics of classes of things whose 
members admit of specific variations (S 3, 5): if two wines differ in their 
sweetness, or (wo dogs in their size or responsiveness to training, these are noc 
differences of ‘tenor’. The specific differences between such things, and indeed 
all their properties, are due to ‘breath’; but ‘tenor’ refers to those essential 
features which make something a wine, a dog etc., and corresponds to the Stoic 
view of ‘common qualities’ (see 28). ‘Tenor’ differs from ‘character’, e.g. 
straightness or the virtues, in accommodating things which may be imperfect 
specimens of their kind or possess its features to a varying degree ($ 2-3, 5; see 
also 60J and commentary), and also from ‘state’, which is strictly confined to 
(54), or at least includes (60J 2), acquired characteristics not intrinsic to the nature 
of the things which come to possess them. 

There is clearly a measure of linguistic arbitrariness in chese distinctions; the 
Stoics themselves use the term ‘tenor’ in the extended sense indicated above, and 
also more restrictively. On the one hand it is ‘tenor’ which differentiates all 
‘unified’ things from those bodies which exist merely by contact (like a ship) or 
by separation (like an army, see 28M). Thus ‘tenor’ refers to the pervading 
‘breath’ which accounts for the unitary existence of natural substances. But 
‘tenor’ is also used, within the class of ‘unified’ things, to mark off the ‘sustaining’ 
principle of inanimate substances (stones etc.) from that of plants and animate 
beings (N, O 2, Q). A passage from Philo (P) shows how the two uses of ‘tenor’ 
are really only differences of context. The ‘breath’ which forms the unifying 
Principle of a plant is called ‘physique’ (phusis), but this is still a kind of ‘tenor’, 
differing from that of a stone, say, in giving the plant its inherent capacity co 
grow. Similarly, with animate things, ‘soul’ is their unifying principle. Their 

dies have their own ‘tenor’, but in the final analysis the ‘tenor’ of every 
animal's bodily constituents is due to the all-penetrating soul (R). 


“Breath”, whatever the degree of its tension, is the vehicle of divine intelligence 
(Ox. P 1). Butit only imparts intelligence to specific portions of matter where it 
is Most pervasive (O 2). Within the world-order it has two related functions. It is 

Principle of internal coherence for individual bodies; and because it 
rman everything without interruption, it makes the world as a whole a 
ngle coherent body (L; cf. 49J on air and fire). 
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48 Mixture me. ey 
A Diogenes Laertius 7.151 (SVF 2.479) 


According to Chrysippus in his Physics book 3, blendings occur through 
and through, and not by surface contact and juxtaposition. For a little 
wine cast into the sea will coextend with it for a while, and will then be 


blended with it. 


B Plutarch, On common conceptions 1078E (SVF 2.480, part) 


Chrysippus says: ‘Nothing stops a single drop of wine from tempering 
the sea’; and, to stop us being amazed at this, he says that in the blending 
the drop will extend through the whole world. 


C Alexander, On mixture 216,14-218,6 (SVF 2.473) 


(1) Chrysippus has the following theory of blending: he first assumes that 
the whole of substance is unified by a breath which pervades it all, and by 
which the universe is sustained and stabilized and made interactive with 
itself. (2) Then, as for the bodies mixed together in this substance, he 
argues that mixtures occur by juxtaposition of two or more substances 
put together in the same place, and juxtaposed with one another ‘by 
joining’, as he says, while they each preserve their own substance and 
quality at their surface contact in such a juxtaposition, as occurs, one may 
say, with beans and grains of wheat when they are placed side by side. (3) 
Other mixtures occur by through-and-through fusion of the substances 
themselves and their intrinsic qualities, which are destroyed together, as 
he says happens in the case of medical drugs when the things mixed 
together undergo mutual destruction and another body is generated out 
of them. (4) Other mixtures occur, he argues, when certain substances 
and their qualities are mutually coextended through and through, with 
the original substances and their qualities being preserved in such a 
mixture; this kind of mixture he calls specifically ‘blending’; . . . for the 
capacity to be separated again from one another is a peculiarity of 
blended substances, and this only occurs if they preserve their own 
natures in the mixture. ($) He tries to support the existence of these 
different mixtures through the common conceptions, and says that we. 
take these from nature as excellent criteria of truth: (6) we certainly have: 
one impression for the bodies composed by joining, and a different one: 
for those that are fused and destroyed together, and another for those that: 
are blended and mutually coextended through and through so that they: 
each preserve their own nature; we would not have these differents 
impressions if all things, however they were mixed, lay side by side one 
another by joining. (7) He believes that such a coextension of blended: 
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bodies occurs when they pass through one another, so that no part 
among them fails to participate in everything contained in sucha blended 
mixture; otherwise the result would no longer be blending but 
juxtaposition. (8) The supporters of this theory advance as grounds for 
their belief in its truth the face that many bodies preserve their own 
qualities whether they are present in evidently larger or smaller masses (as 
can be seen in the case of frankincense: when burnt it becomes rarefied, 
but it preserves its own quality over a very large extent), and the further 
fact that many bodies which by themselves cannot advance to a certain 
size do so with the assistance of others. Gold certainly, through being 
mixed with certain drugs, can be spread and rarefied to an extent which is 
not possible when it is simply beaten . . . (9) Since all this is so, they say 
there is nothing remarkable in the fact that certain bodies, when assisted 
by one another, are so mutually unified through and through that while 
being preserved together with their own qualities they are mutually 
coextended as wholes through and through, even if some of them are 
small in bulk and incapable by themselves of spreading so far and 
preserving their own qualities. In this way too a measure of wine is 
blended with a large amount of water and assisted by it to attain an 
extension of that size. (10) As clear evidence of this being so they make 
use of the tact that the soul, which has its own individual existence, just 
like the body which receives it, pervades the whole of the body while 
preserving its own substance in the mixture with it. For none of the soul 
lacks a share in the body which possesses the soul. It 1s just the same too 
with the physique of plants, and also with the tenor of things which are 
sustained by tenor. (11) Moreover they say that fire as a whole passes 
through iron as a whole while each of them preserves its own substance. 
(12) Of the four elements they say that one pair, fire and air, which are 
rare, light, and tensile, pass as wholes through wholes through the other 
pair, earth and water, which are dense and heavy and lack tension, both 
Pairs preserving their own nature and continuity. 


D Stobaeus 1.155,5-11 (SVF 2.471, part) 


{Reporting Stoic doctrine] That the qualities of blended constituents 
Persist in such blendings is quite evident from the fact that they are 
frequently separated from one another artificially. If one dips an oiled 
sponge into the wine which has been blended with water, it will separate 
the water from the wine since the water runs up into the sponge. 


E Plutarch, On common conceptions 1078B—-D (including SVF 2.465, part) 


(1) If blending occurs in the way they [the Stoics] insist, the constituents 
must come to be in one another, and the same thing must both be 
veloped by being in the other and by accommodating it envelop tt. 
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But on the other hand neither of these is possible, since the blending 
forces both things to pervade each other and no part to lack any part but 
every part to be filled with all. (2) This is the point presumably at which 
the leg made famous in Arcesilaus’ lectures arrives stamping with 
derision on their absurdities. For if blendings are through and through, 
what prevents not only the armada of Antigonus, as Arcesilaus said, from 
sailing through the leg that has been severed, putrefied, thrown into the 
sea and dissolved, but the 1,200 triremes of Xerxes along with the 300 of 
the Greeks from having a battle within the leg? gact 


F Themistius, On Aristotle's Physics 104,9-19 (including SVF 2.468) 


(1) But watch out that we do not give place too glorious a status. You 
should also consider the arguments on the opposite side, which not only 
add nothing to it but destroy it altogether. For, they say, if you undertake 
to define place, you will be brought round to conceding that it does not 
exist. To begin with, what genus will you assign place to? Isn’tit obvious, 
to body? For place has three dimensions. (2) But it will thus encounter 
what is completely out of place! For one body will pass through another 
body through and through, and two bodies will occupy the same place. 
For if both the place and what has come to be in it are bodies and both are 
of equal dimensions, one body will be in another equal body. This last 
belongs to che doctrines of Chrysippus and Zeno’s followers, but the 
ancients reduced it to a self-evident impossibility. 


‘Blend’ and ‘pervade’ were two terms connected with ‘breath’ in the preceding 
testimonies: ‘breath’ is constituted by the ‘through-and-through’ blending of air 
and fire (47H); ‘breath’ blends with the inert elements, earth and water (47G, 
I 1); ‘breath’ pervades the whole universe (47L 1, cf. O). ‘Breath’ is the vehicle of 
god, the active principle or logos, and since only bodies can act upon bodies 
(45A—C), its causal efficacy in the whole world was taken to require its presence 
throughout all substance or matter. Given such assumptions, the Stoics had to 
offer a physical theory which would explain the constant conjunction 
everywhere of ‘breath’ and matter. They found this in a species of mixture 
which they called ‘blending’. 

The theory appears to have been developed with deliberate reference and 
partial opposition to Aristotle (On generation and corruption 1.10). Like him the 
Stoics distinguished mechanical combinations, which they called ‘juxtaposi- 
tions’ (A, C 2), from ‘blending’. The constituents of a ‘juxtaposition’ are related 
to one another purely by surface contact. They undergo no essential change, andi 
can be removed from the ‘juxtaposition’ with their essential qualities ene’ 
‘fusion’ (C 3), which corresponds loosely to Aristotle’s account of ‘blending’ 
the constituents lose their own properties and produce a compound which: 
differs from each of them. According to Aristotle blending can only take pla 
when the constituents are of roughly equal power. He explicitly denies that 
drop of wine can be blended with a very large quantity of water (On generation: 


292 


= 48 Mixture 


and corruption 328a26—8). In such a case, he says, the wine loses its vinous 
property, perishes, and becomes part of the total volume of water. The Stoic 
distinction between ‘fusion’ and ‘blending’ attempts to locate an intermediate 
form of mixture which will provide a different explanation for the mixture of 
unequal constituents such as the wine and water in Aristotle's example. 

As C 4 makes plain, ‘blending’ resembles ‘fusion’ in that the constituents are 
related to one another ‘through and through’ and not merely at their surfaces. 
But it differs from ‘fusion’ and resembles ‘juxtaposition’ in chat its constituents 
retain all their original properties in the mixture and can be separated out again. 
These two features of ‘blending’ were given empirical support by the case of the 
separability of wine from water (D). 

It is regularly said of the constituents of ‘blending’ that they are ‘mutually 
coextended through and through’ (C 4, 9). Such coextension means that all the 
constituents of the blend are completely present in any part of it (C 7), no matter 
how small, a position which suits the Stoics’ defence of the infinite divisibility of 
body (see 50A—C). Examples which help to clarify coextension are the blending 
of soul and body, or iron and fire (C 10, 11). If fire be thought of as a material 
constituent of red-hot iron, it makes sense to think that iron and fire are mutually 
coextended through and through. 

The Stoic conception of ‘blending’ has general application. Bur its chief 
function was certainly to explain how the light and tenuous elements of ‘breath’ 
could completely pervade portions of earch and water whose volume or density 
was very much greater. Such differences, the Stoics maintained, are irrelevant to 
the capacity of different kinds of bodies to be blended with one another. So 
Chrysippus asserted, unlike Aristotle, that a drop of wine can be blended with 
the sea, and indeed with the whole world (A, B). That the theory was 
particularly designed to accommodate the blending of unequal constituents is 
clearly suggested by the attention given to this point in C 812; and the 
statement of Chrysippus’ views on blending starts with an account of ‘breath’ 
pervading the world (C x). But there is no reason to suppose that ‘blending’ 
requires its initial constituents to differ in volume, and ‘mutual coextension’ will 
presumably be the outcome even if only one constituent is causally active. Earth 
and water are only the recipients of action when ‘breath’ extends itself through 
them. But when “breath is coextended through earth and water it seems to 
follow that they will be coextended through it (cf. E 1). Since the coextension 
results from the activity of ‘breath’, it is natural for the active constituent to be 
described as passing through the others (C 10, 12). The result, for the blend as a 
whole, is ‘unification’ or ‘sustainment’ (C1, cf. 47G, L). 

As a Stoic doctrine, ‘blending’ probably precedes Chrysippus, since it was 
attacked by Arcesilaus (E 2). It could have been first stated by Zeno or Cleanthes 
to account for the presence of vital heat in every part of the world. But the very 

integration of ‘blending’ with cosmic ‘breath’, in our sources, points to 
Chrysippus’ formulations of the concept. 

Does ‘blending’ commit the Stoics, as some of their critics supposed, to the 
eae claim that two bodies can occupy the same place? They 
Fron, K id not think, any more than Themistius in F, that place is a body. 

nstotle onwards it was acknowledged to be paradoxical that two bodies 
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should occupy the same place (Physics 1v.1). But its paradoxical character 
depends on the assumption that any two bodies are of a kind such that where one 
of them is, there can be no room for the other. That assumption obviously fits an 
atomic theory of body, but bodies in Stoicism are neither atomic (see 50A) nor 
ofa single kind. The active principle of the world is a different kind of body from 
the passive principle (see 44-5}. In the form of ‘breath’ the active principle 
constitutes the shape and structure of matter (the passive principle), and a body's 
shape and structure do occupy the same place as its bulk. Likewise an animal’s life 
(or soul, as Stoics would say) occupies the same place as its body will occupy until 
the time when the body becomes a corpse. In order to do justice to Stoic 
intuitions, we should regard the two things that occupy the same place not as 
two determinate and independently existing bodies, but as the two bodily 
functions (breath and matter) which jointly constitute every determinate and 
independently existing body (see 45 commentary). 


49 Place and void a a 


A Stobaeus 1.161,8-26 (SVF 2.503, part) 4% 5 


(1) Chrysippus declared place to be what is occupied through and 
through by an existent, or what can be occupied by an existent and is 
through and through occupied whether by one thing or by several things 
... (2) The void is said to be infinite. For what is outside the world is like 
this, but piace is finite since no body is infinite. Just as anything corporeal 
is finite, so the incorporeal is infinite, for time and void are infinite. For as 
nothing is no limit, so there is no limit of nothing, as is the case with the 
void. In respect of its own subsistence it is infinite; it is made finite by 
being filled, but once that which fills it has been removed, a limit to it 
cannot be thought of. A - : { 


d 
B Sextus Empiricus, Against the professors 10.3-4 (SVF 2.505, part) ! 


(1) The Stoics say that void is what can be occupied by an existent but is 
not occupied, or an interval empty of body, or an interval unoccupied by 
body. (2) Place is what is occupied by an existent and made equal to what 
occupies it (by ‘existent’ they now mean body, as is clear from the 
interchange of names). (3) And they say that room is an interval partly 
occupied by a body and partly unoccupied. Some have said that room is 
the place of the larger body. a, ot 


C Cleomedes 8,10-14 (SVF 2.541) 


[Endorsing Stoic doctrine] So void must have a kind of subsistence. The 
notion of it is very simple since it is incorporeal and without contact; 
neither has shape nor takes on shape, neither is acted upon in any respect 
nor acts, but is simply capable of receiving body. 
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D Galen, On the differences in pulses 8.674,13-14 (SVF 2.424, part) 


They [the stoicizing Pneumatic doctors, cf. 55F 2] think there is no such 
thing [as empty space] in the world, but that the whole substance is 
unified with itself. 


E Galen, On incorporeal qualities 19.464,10-14 (SVF 2.502) 


The Stoics are compelled to admit that extension in three dimensions is 
common to body and void and place, since they leave void in the nature 
of existing things even if they deny its presence within the world. 


F Simplicius, On Aristotle’s On the heavens 284,28-285,2 (SVF 2.535) 


(1) The Stoics want there to be a void outside the world and prove it 
through the following assumption. (2) Let someone stand at the edge of 
the fixed sphere and stretch out his hand upwards. (3) If he does stretch it 
out, they take it that something exists outside the world into which he has 
stretched it, and if he cannot stretch ic out, there will still be something 
outside which prevents him from doing so. (4) And if he should next 
stand at the limit of this and stretch out his hand, a similar question will 
arise. (5) For something which is also outside that point will have been 
indicated. 


G Cleomedes 6,11-17 (SVF 2.537) 


Even if the entire substance is resolved into fire, as the most refined of the 
natural philosophers [i.e. Stoics] think, it must occupy a vastly greater 
place, just like the vaporizations of solid bodies into smoke. Therefore 
the place occupied by substance fowing out during the conflagration is 
now void, since no body has filled it. a SY a8 


H Cleomedes 10,24—-12,5 (SVF 2.540) 


(t) They (the Peripatetics] also say that if void existed outside the world, 
substance would have flowed through it and been infinitely scattered and 
dissipated. (2) But we [endorsing Stoic doctrine] shall say that substance 
cannot experience this. For it has tenor which sustains and protects it. (3) 
On the one hand, the surrounding void causes nothing; and on the other 

d, substance, making use of its superior power, protects itself 
altogether, contracting and again flowing out in the void by its natural 


ges. sometimes flowing out into fire, and at other times setting forth 
on cosmogony, 


T Plutarch, On Stoic self-contradictions 1054€ (SVF 2.550, part) 


[Chr ysippus says] In the void there exists no difference by which bodies 
are drawn in one direction rather than another, but the organization of 
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the world is the reason for the motion of bodies inclining and moving 
from all directions towards its centre and mid-point. 


ae 


J Stobaeus 1.166,4-22 (SVF 1.99) 


[Zeno’s doctrine] (1) Everything in the world which is constituted by its 
own tenor has parts which move towards the centre of the universe, and 
the same holds for the parts of the world itself. (2) It is therefore correct to 
say that all the parts of the world move towards its centre, and 
particularly those with weight. (3) There is an identical explanation both 
for the world’s stable position in infinite void and similarly for the earth’s 
being settled in the world with equipollence at its centre. (4) However, 
body does not have weight absolutely; air and fire are weightless. But 
they too extend in a way to the centre of the whole sphere of the world, 
and they create the coherence with its periphery. For they are naturally 
upward-moving owing to their having no share in weight. (5} Similarly 
they say that the world itself does not have weight since it is entirely 
composed of elements which do have weight and ones which do not. {6} 
The whole earth in their view does have weight intrinsically. From its 
position, by virtue of its central location (and the fact that such fi.e. 
heavy] bodies move towards the centre), it remains in this place. 


O The Stoic definitions of place and void (A—C) show why these were classified as 
‘subsistent’ and ‘incorporeal’ (see 27). Both place and void presuppose the 
existence of body, place being that kind of incorporea] extension which a body 
can and does occupy, and void being that kind of incorporeal extension which a 
body can but does not occupy. In order to be the appropriate kind of incorporeal 
to fulfil these roles, place and void were probably regarded as ‘three- 
dimensional’ (E), differing from body in their intangibility (cf. C) and lack of 
resistance (cf. 45E, F). 

The Stoics, unlike Epicurus (sce 5), do not seem anxious to treat place and void 
as merely terms which pick out different aspects of the same concept. The void is 
not a place which is sometimes empty and sometimes filled (A 2). Strictly, the 
void is always external to the world and infinite. Place, being that which body 
actually occupies, is within che world and finite. When filled, the void ceases to 
exist as such, and becomes a place. But the Stoics acknowledged that a spatial 
continuum can be partly full and partly empty of a particular body. At the 
cosmic level this will hold good for the composite of world, which exhausts all 
piace, and the external void. The Stoics probably used the term ‘room’ (B 3) to 
denote space which combines place and void (i.e. the ‘all’, 4A); and they also 
acknowledged the less technical point that a spatial container within the world, 
for instance, a half-filled wine jar, can accommodate more of the body which 
partly fills it (see untranslated portion of A, vol. 2). . 

Aristotle had strenuously resisted giving any kind of existence to void within, 
or outside the world (Physics 1v.7—-10). The Stoics saw no reason to differ front 
him concerning void within the world (cf. D). They did not agree with Epi 
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(6) on the need for void as a condition of locomotion, and their conception of the 
world as an organic unity was quite incompatible with the introduction of 
discrete spaces separating one body from another.: But in Stoicism the world is 
not, as Aristotle conceived it, invariant in volume. Before the ‘conflagration’ 
(see 46) there has to be unoccupied space into which the world can expand as it 
burns and which it will leave unoccupied once again as it cools and contracts (G). 
Theoretical considerations, drawing upon the concept of an infinite regress, are 
also attested (F), but the cosmic cycle seems to have been the Stoics’ main reason 
for needing an external void. ‘ 

To Peripatetic objections (H 1, deriving from Aristotle Physics 1v.8) that an 
external void must threaten the stability of the world, the Stoics have two 
excellent replies (H 2-3). First, the void as incorporeal has no causal efficacy (C, 
cf. 45B), and therefore undifferentiated empty space cannot have any effect on 
the world whatsoever. Secondly, the world is so constituted that all its parts, 
including even the weightless elements air and fire, have a centripetal tendency 
(J). The weightlessness of these elements gives them a natural movement 
away from the world’s centre, but this is counterbalanced by the unquali- 
fied centripetal movement of the heavy elements with which air and fire, as the 
sustaining ‘breath’ (sce 47), are blended. Thusair and fire unite the world’s centre 
with its circumference, creating complete internal coherence (J 4; cf. H 2, which 
refers to the tenor or natural cohesiveness of substance). Hence there is no danger 
of the world’s disintegrating into the external void, which in any case plays 
no part in accounting for locomotion. Aristotle (Physics 1v.8, 21 5a8—9) had ob- 
jected that an infinite void could have no centre, adducing a battery of 
arguments designed to cast doubt on the compatibility of such a void with a 
determinate and stable world. Chrysippus acknowledged that the infinite void 
excludes any reason for bodies to move in definite directions (I), but since the 
void is not part of the Stoic world, the only centre which need concem 
Chrysippus is that of the world itself: all bodies have a centripetal tendency, as 
we have seen, i.e. towards their own centre, the centre of the bodily continuum 
Q). The target of Aristotle’s objections was an infinite void with a finite world at 
its (the void's) centre. But Chrysippus does not, as it were, place his world into an 
infinite void. Rather, he starts from a finite world which totally excludes void. 
The infinite void merely surrounds the world, providing the spatial condition 
(‘room’) for its changes of volume. 
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A Stobaeus 1.142,2-6 (SVF 2.482, part) poms se 


Chrysippus said that bodies are divided to infinity, and likewise things 
comparable to bodies, such as surface, line, place, void and time. But 
although these are divided to infinity, a body does not consist of 
infinitely many bodies, and the same applies to surface, line and place. 


iG 
- “Academica 2.125 may refer to a Stoic defence of motion by ‘reciprocal replacement’ 
(eanpenstasis), cf. 64.4. 
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B Diogenes Laertius 7.150—-1 (SVF 2.482, part) 

(1) Division is to infinity, (2) or ‘infinite’ according to Chrysippus (for 
there is not some infinity which the division reaches, it is just unceasing). 
(3) And blendings, also, are through and through. 


C Plutarch, On common conceptions 1078E—-1080E (with omissions) 


(1) It is also contrary to our conception that there should be in the nature 
of bodies neither an extremity nor a first or last part at which the 
magnitude of the body terminates, but that something always turns up 
beyond any magnitude taken, thus casting the object into infinity and 
indeterminacy. For it will be impossible to think of one magnitude as 
bigger or smaller than another, if an infinite progression of parts belongs 
to both alike . . . (2) Yet how can it fail to be self-evident that man consists 
of more parts than man’s finger, and the world than man? This is 
understood and appreciated by all, provided they have not become 
Stoics, but on becoming Stoics they say the opposite, and believe that 
man does not consist of more parts than his finger, nor the world than 
man. For division pulverizes bodies to infinity, and among infinities 
there is no more or less. ... (3) Chrysippus says that when asked if we 
have parts, and how many, and of what and how many parts they consist, 
we will operate a distinction. With regard to the inexact question we will 
reply that we consist of head, trunk and limbs — for that was all chat the 
problem put to us amounted to. But if they extend their questioning to 
the ultimate parts, we must not, he says, in reply concede any such things, 
but must say neither of what parts we consist, nor, likewise, of how 
many, either infinite or finite. I have, f think, quoted his actual words, so 
that you may see how he conserved the common conceptions, urging us 
to think of each body as consisting neither of certain parts nor of some 
number of them, either infinite or finite. For if, just as ‘indifferent’ ts 
intermediate between good and bad, so too there is an intermediate 
between finite and infinite, then he should have said what it is and 
resolved the difficulty. But if, just as we think of the not-equal as eo ipso 
unequal and the not-destructible as indestructible, so too we think of the 
not-finite as infinite, then for a body to consist neither of finitely nor of 
infinitely many parts is, I'd have thought, like an argument’s consisting 
neither of true premises nor of false premises nor of < true premises and 
false premises >. 

(4) On top of that, he has the puerility to say that, given that the 
pyramid is compounded out of triangles, their sides, where they are 
adjacent as they incline apart, are unequal, yet do not exceed in so far as 
they are larger. That’s how he preserved our conceptions! For if 
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something is larger which does not exceed, there will be something 
smaller which does not fall short. Hence there will be something unequal 
which neither exceeds nor falls short. That is, the unequal will be equal, 
the larger not larger, and the smaller not smaller. (5) Again, look how he 
countered Democritus, who in the vivid manner ofa natural philosopher 
raised the following puzzle. Ifa cone were cut along a plane parallel to its 
tase, what should we hold the surfaces of the seeen to be SqUST Sr 
unequal? For if they are unequal they will make the cone uneven, with 
many step-like indentations and rough edges. But if they are equal, the 
segments will be equal and the cone will turn out to have the properties of 
a cylinder, through consisting of equal, not unequal, circles, which is 
quite absurd. Well here Chrysippus declares Democritus to be ignorant, 
and says that the surfaces are neither equal nor unequal, while the bodies, 
thanks to the surfaces’ being neither equal nor unequal, are unequal. . . . 

(6) Their favourite objection to the champions of partless magnitudes 
is that there is [i.e. on such a view] contact neither of wholes with wholes 
nor of parts with parts; for the former produces not contact but blending, 
while the latter is impossible because partless magnitudes do not have 
parts. (7) How then do they themselves avoid this trap, seeing that they 
allow no last or first part? Why, because they say that bodies touch each 
other by means of a limit, not by means of parts. (8) But the limit is not a 
body. So body will touch body with something incorporeal, and again 
will not touch, since something incorporeal is in between. But if it will 
touch, the body will both act and be acted upon by something 
incorporeal. : i 


D Proclus, On Euclid’s Elements I 89,15-18 (SVF 2.488, part) 


... we should not hold that such limits, I mean those of bodies, subsist in 
mere thought, as the Stoics supposed . . . 


E Diogenes Laertius 7.135 


A surface is the limit ofa body, or that which has only length and breadth 
without depth. This Posidonius in his On celestial phenomena book 5 
retains both in thought and as subsistent. A line is the limit of a surface, or 
length without breadth, or that which has length alone.[A point js the 
limit of a line — the smallest marker. 


F Sextus Empiricus, Against the professors 10.1216, 139-42 


(1) Next, every motion involves three things, namely bodies, places and 
umes — bodies to do the moving, places for the movement to happen in, 
and umes tor the movement to take. So it is either with these all being 
divided into infinitely many places, times and bodies that motion 
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happens, or with them all terminating at a partless and minimal 
magnitude, or with some of them divided to infinity while other: 
terminate at a partless and minimal magnitude. But whether they are all 
divided to infinity, or all terminate at a partless magnitude, <or some are 
divided to infinity while others terminate at a partless magnitude> , the 
account of motion will be found problematic. (2) Taking them in order, 
let us start our argument with the first school of thought, according to 
which all are divided to infinity. Now its champions say that the moving 
body completes the whole of a divisible distance at one and the same 
time: it does not first cover the first part of the distance with its own first 
part and the second part second in sequence, but traverses the whole of 
the divisible distance in one single go. (3) This is absurd, and conflicts in a 
variety of ways with things which are evident. For if, to take the case of 
these sensible bodies, we think of someone running over a distance of one 
stade, it will certainly turn out that such a person must complete the first 
half-stade first, and the second second in sequence. To suppose that he 
completes the whole distance of one stade entirely in one go is absurd. 
And if we were to divide the second half-stade into two quarter-stades, 
he will certainly traverse the first quarter-stade first. So too if we were to 
divide it into more parts. And if he runs across the stadium when it is 
illuminated, evidently he will not cast his shadow over the stadium all in 
one go, but one part of it first, another second, another third. And if he 
were to run alongside the wall, touching it with a hand covered in red 
paint, he is not going to paint the whole stadium-wall red in one go, but 
in sequence, starting with the earlier part. What, then, our argument has 
shown in the case of sensible objects, we must accept also in the case of 
objects of thought . . . (4) That, then, is how problematic it is for these 
men to hold that motion happens over a distance all at once. Bur it is even 
more problematic than this to-hold that it does not_happen over 2 
visible distance all at once, but the earlier part first and the next part 
next. For if that is how motion happens, given that bodies, places and 
times are all divided to infinity, there will be no beginning of motion, For 
in order that something Bo wave the demnecof onc E must 
traverse the first half-cubit first and the second second in sequence. Butin 
order that it should even complete the first half-cubit it must cross the 
first quarter of the one-cubit distance and then the second. But also, ifitis 
divided into five, <the first fifth> , and if into six, the first sixth. Since, 
therefore, thanks to infinite divisibility, every first part has a further first 
part, there must necessarily be no beginning of motion, because the parts 
of the distance and those of the body are inexhaustible, and any one of 
these that you may take has further parts. (5) This, then, was the 
appropriate reply to those who say that bodies, places and times are 
divided to infinity, namely the Stoics. 
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G Proclus, On Euclid’s Elements I 395,13-18 (SVF 2.365, part) 


Such theorems [i-e. as the theorem that parallelograms on the same base 
and between the same parallels are equal in area], Geminus reports, were 
compared by Chrysippus to the Ideas [cf. 30]. For just as the Ideas 
encompass the generation of infinite instances within defined limits, so 
too in these there is the encompassing of infinite instances within defined 
places. 


D The Stoics’ championship of the continuum places them in direct opposition to 


~ 


Epicurus’ theory of indivisible magnitudes (on which see 9). Their reply to 
Epicurus, and also perhaps to Diodorus Cronus, another proponent of minima, 
is reported in C6. In ic they echo Aristotle's argument at Physics v1.1 (= 9d in 
vol. 2) that since all contact is whole-to-whole, part-to-whole, or part-to-part, 
and since indivisibles do not have parts, there isno way short of total coincidence 
(i.e. whole-to-whole) that two indivisibles could be in contact. Epicurus’ 
ingenious answer had been to offer a further way in which indivisibles might 
combine —see 9A 7—8 and commentary. The Stoic report here can be read, not as 
ignoring this solution and returning uncritically to Aristotle's original argu- 
ment, but as pointing out that Epicurus’ answer leaves indivisibles with no 
‘contact’ in the strict sense. 

Atany rate, it is important to recognize the ad hominem nature of the argument 
at C6. That contact is by ‘parts’ was acceptable to Aristotle only because he 
considered limits to be parts, and the same belief could, dialectically, be 
demanded of Epicurus because he too considered limits to be parts, equating 
them as he did with minimal parts. The Stoics themselves, however, made the 
genuine advance of denying that limits are parts: C 7. 

While Plutarch, in the interests of polemic, takes Stoic ‘limits’ to be 
incorporeals (C8) the more reliable evidence of A, D and E avoids this 
description. The Stoics regarded limits as purely mental constructs (D, E), and as 
such they may well have seen them as falling altogether outside the corporeal— 
mcorporeal dichotomy (see further, 27; and cf. C 3 for this characteristically 
Stoic mode of exclusion). Readers familiar with Plato and Aristotle may be 
disappointed at the Stoics’ evidently cursory treatment of such mathematical 
objects’ ontological status. In the Hellenistic age philosophy and mathematics 
had become widely separated disciplines, and mathematics no longer greatly 
exercised the philosophers” interest or served them as the paradigm case of a 
sence. (G represents a very rare Stoic excursion into philosophy of 
mathematics.) 


Ik seems natural to read the Stoics’ own account at C7 as saying that two 
bodies touch when they share a limit. This limit might be, in different cases, a 
suface, a line, or just a point (E). This unfortunately compounds the difficulty 

interpreting Chrysippus’ solution to the cone puzzle in C 5. Democritus’ 
bors ma was, it seems, the following: of the two contiguous faces of a 

ontally sliced conical body, either the lower face is larger, in which case, by 
me the operation, we will find many indentations in the cone 
P'ike irregularity arises because the lower, upward-facing surface cannot 
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itself be envisaged as directly adjacent to a further surface below itself}; or che 
two surfaces are equal, which, since we can repeat the experiment with the same 
result at any horizontal plane of the cone, will mean that it nowhere widens out, 
and is a cylinder. Democritus makes two important assumptions here: (a) the 
two contiguous surfaces of two bodies in contact are not coincident but directly 
adjacent; (b) a solid can be analysed as somehow consisting of a series of plane 
figures, the cylinder for example being describable as a stack of equal circles, 
(Some have seen a further, atomistic assumption at work, but there is no 
evidence for this, and it would have left the puzzle much less interesting to a non- 
atomist like Chrysippus.) 

We might expect Chrysippus to reject both assumptions — the first by appeal 
to his own account of contact, as interpreted above, and the second because he 
appreciates that limits are not parts (C 7). If so, his solution in C5, that the 
surfaces are ‘neither equal nor unequal’, should be read as an assertion that 
neither description is appropriate (for this mode of exclusion, cf. C 3), because 
we are dealing not with two surfaces but with oniy one. We will then have to 
read his final remark in C §, that thanks to this fact the two bodies are unequal, as 
saying merely that Chrysippus’ analysis permits us to reject the second hor of 

Democritus’ dilemma. 

‘This interpreration is not entirely satisfying. First, by setting up the puzzle in 
terms of a physical severance Democritus surely has provided us with two 
surfaces, those of the two respective bodies — in which case it is hard to see why 
Chrysippus did not simply say that they are equal. Second, it is difficult not to 
read Chrysippus’ own ‘pyramid’ puzzle in C 4 as essentially identical to the cone 
puzzle, and as assuming both (a) and (b) among its premises. Although this text 
has been translated and interpreted in other ways, we take it to analyse a pyramid 
as a stack of triangles parallel to the base, whose sides converge on zero 
magnitude at the apex, and to ask whether adjacent triangles in the stack have 
their sides equal or unequal. 

On our preferred interpretation, Chrysippus is genuinely puzzled by the 
relationship of the two surfaces produced by slicing a cone or pyramid 
latitudinally. Pure mathematics may deny that two such limits can be 
contiguous, but the physical world seems nevertheless to provide evidence to the 
contrary. His two formulae, ‘larger but not exceeding’ (C 4) and ‘neither equal 
nor unequal’ (C 5) may then represent two alternative attempts to describe the 
difficult mathematical notion of convergence on a limit. The two adjacent faces 
cannot be perfectly equal, yet there is no finite quantity by which the one 
exceeds the other. (Similar agonies can result from an attempt in arithmetic to 
find a difference berween ten and nine-point-nine-recurring.) The form 
‘neither equal nor unequal’, C 5 ends, is enough to save the cone from being & 
cylinder. q 

If this is right, has Chrysippus here thrown away the advances concerning, 
‘limits’ which we observed above? There is no need to suppose so. Plutarch is 
malicious reporter, who purposely omits any reference to the original context 
the remarks. It was characteristic of Chrysippus to expiore a question again af 
again from different angles and to experiment with alternative solutions. If 
this case he adopted assumptions (a) and (b), he may have done so hypo 
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ically, in order to explore their consequences. (Indeed, the grammatical 
construction translated ‘given that. . .' which introduces assumption (b) in C 4 
can easily be understood as hypothetical.) Moreover, assumption (b), which is 
explicitly stated by both Democritus and Chrysippus, can be interpreted as 
mathematically quite innocuous. Both puzzles still work even if the description 
ofa solid as consisting of plane figures of such and such a type is taken to mean, not 
that these figures are its constituent parts, but just that they are to be found in it at 
any chosen plane parallel to the base. 

We now tum to the Stoic defence of infinite divisibility. Among familiar 
objections to this notion were Zeno of Elea’s ‘dichotomy’ problem, echoed by 
Sextus at F 4, as to how motion could occur; and the Epicurean argument (9C 3), 
echoed by Plutarch at C 1-2, that infinite division would make differences of 
size unintelligible. The main Stoic gambit in replying to both the Zenonian and 
the Epicurean challenge is to deny, rather as Aristotle had done, that the 
infinitely divisible contains an actual infinity of parts: A, B. That is not to say 
that it contains finitely many parts either, but just that there is no non-arbitrary 
answer to the question how many parts it has: C 2-3. 

This response deals effectively enough with the Epicurean objection, which 
relies on the assumption that size is a function of number of parts. It has a harder 
struggle against the Zenonian motion paradox. It is a fair guess that the Stoic 
strategy criticized by Sextus in F 2-3 was originally evolved in answer to the 
Zenonian challenge which he sets out in F4. This latter, by analysing the 
distance to be traversed into an infinite series of diminishing parts converging on 
the starting-point, asks fow mouon em begim for any finite distance to be 
successfully traversed there is an infinite numberof sub-distances to be traversed 
first. Hience(there Can be no first motion, and motion cannot begin. (An 
alternative version, in which the infinite series converges on the Hashing: line, is 
hot importantly different.) Now we can envisage the Stoics’ response, like 
Aristotle's in Physics vut.8, as starting with an appeal to their principle (A. B) 
that there is no actual infinity of parts constituting the distance. In other words, 
although there may be a half-way point, a quarter-way point, etc. to be reached 
first, there are not infinitely many such intermediate points. Hence motion can 
begin. But, it will be objected, this only follows if there is some motion which is 

e firse in the series. How are we to decide, except by arbitrary fiat, which one 
this is? This is surely the question which the Scoic thesis in F2 is intended to 
answer. There are such motions. Whatever these are, they cannot be meant to be 
See quana of motion (as proposed by Diodorus and Epicurus, see 11), since 
the Stoics are fully committed to the continuum. It has been suggested instead 
that they are ‘divisible leaps’ — a theory later invoked by Damascius, in which the 
moving body vanishes from one place and mysteriously reappears in another, 
Without, however, the suggestion that the intervening space is indivisible. But 
the text lends inadequate support to so extravagant a thesis: nothing in it need 

ly either that the transition is instantaneous or that the object fails to pass 
gh the intervening space. A less risky, and much more Stoic, reading is that 
a Portions of motion which are completed legato and not in stages. It is, 
all, their view that limits subsist only as constructs of thought (D). Thus 
are only as many dividing points on a runner's joumey as anyone may 
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choose to mark off in thought. At some point our mental power to mark further 
divisions will fail us, and we will be left with an undivided, although divisible, 
portion of distance, which can consequently be craversed with a single 
undivided motion. That this is how their solution is meant to work seems 
evident from Sextus’ countermove in F 3. He first very pertinently argues che 
necessity in physical fact that any motion whatever possess constituent stages; he 
then questions our liberty co override this conclusion when constructing a 
mathematical analysis in terms of pure thought-objects. 


For related Stoic theories, cf. 48 on ‘mixture’ and 51 on ‘time’. The theory of 
total mixture presupposes infinite divisibility (note the juxtaposition of topics in 
B), and may perhaps be thought to be endangered by the thesis that an infinite 


division is never realized. 
a ‘ : Pa wie i AS Se 


51 Time Y ot hee AS (iL); ye nF 95-4 
A Simplicius, On Aristotle's Categories 350,15-16 (SVF 2.510, part) 


Of the Stoics, Zeno said time is the dimension of all motion without 
qualification, but Chrysippus said it is the dimension_of the world’s 


motion. F hadar aa ttl boss 


B Stobaeus 1.106,5-23 (SVE 2.509) FDS9oR 


(1) Chrysippus said time is the dimension of motion according to which 
the measure of speed and slowness is spoken of; or the dimension 
accompanying the world’s motion. * (2) And (he says) every single thing thing 
moves and exists in accordance with time . . . Just as the void in its totality 
is infinite in every respect, so time in its totality is infinice on either side, 
For both the past and the fucure are infinite. (3) He says most clearly that 
no time is wholly present. For since continuous things are infinitely 
divisible, on the basis of this division every time too is infinitely divisible. 
Consequentlyfng time is present exactly |but it isbroadly said to be so} (4) 
He also says that only the present belongs; the past and the future subsist; 
but belong in no way, just as only predicates which are [actual] attributes 


are said to belong, for instance, walking around belongs to me when! am 
walking around, bucit does not belong when 1am lying down or sitting 


C Plutarch, On common conceptions 1081c-10828 = GAVE 9S 











(1) Ie is contrary to the [common] conception to hoid that future and p 
time exist while present time does not, but that recently and the other da 
subsist while now is nothing at all. (2) Yet this is the result for the Stoi 
who do not admit a minimal time or wish the now to be partless 
claim that whatever one thinks one has grasped and is considering 
present is in part future and in part past. (3) Consequently no part 
present time corresponding to now remains or is left, if the time said to 
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present is distributed into parts that are future and parts that are past... 
4) All other men assume and consider and suppose both recently and 
oon to be different parts from now, and soon to be after now and 
recently before now. But among Stoics. Archedemus says that now is a 
cind of joining and meeting of the past and future, forgetting, as it seems, 
hat he has destroyed the whole of time. For if now is not a time but a 
jmit of time, and every part of time is such as now is, the whole of time 
clearly has no part but is completely dissolved into limits and meetings 
ind joinings. (5) But Chrysippus, wishing to be skilful in the division, 
says in his book On the void and elsewhere that the part of time which is 
past and the part which is future subsist but do not belong and only the 4548 * 
present belongs. But in On parts books 3, 4 and 5 he maintains that one 
part of the present time is future and the other past. (6) So it turns out that 
he divides the belonging constituent of time into non-belonging parts of 
what belongs, or rather that he leaves nothing at all of time belonging, if 
the present has no part which is not future or past. 





D Stobaeus 1.105,8-16 (SVF 3 Apollodorus 8) 


# 
Apollodorus’ definition] Time is the interval of the world’s motion; and “+ 
it is infinite in just the way that the whole of number is said to be infinite. 
Some of it is past, some present, and some future. But the whole of time is 
present, as we say that the year is present on a larger compass. Also, the 


whole of time is said to belong, though none of its parts belongs Exactly) > 


E Stobaeus 1.105,17—106,4 (Posidonius fr. 98) FDS Zo% 


{Posidonius’ definition] (1) Some things are infinite in every respect like 
the whole of time. Others in a particular respect like the past and the 
future. For each of them is limited only by reference to the present. (2) 
His definition of time is as follows: dimension of motion or measure of 
speed and slowness. (3) And he holds that that time which is thought of in 
terms of ‘when’ is partly past, partly future, and partly present. The last 
consists of a part of the past and a part of the future. encompassing the 
actual division. But the division is point-like. (4) Now and the like are 
thought of broadly and not exacts l(s) But now is also spoken of with 
reference to the least perceptible time encompassing the division of the 
te and the past. 








E Proclus, On Plato’s Timaeus 271D (SVF 2.521) 


rae what has been said one should also realize that Plato had a quite_ 
The Sto; j any of the Peripatetics. (2) 

e Stoics make it a mere thought, insubstantial and very close to non- 
Extent. For in their view time was one of the incorporeals, which they 


O) Th ae inactive and non-existent and subsisting merely in thoughts. 
~ae tenipatetics call time an accident of motion. 


a" 16108 8 faq, 194 teil apoy adigoto Akarya" 305 


————Ė 


Stoic physics 
G Plutarch, On common conceptions 1084c—D (SVF 2.665) 


Let them [the Stoics] not be angry at being brought to these thing: 
by the Little-by-little Argument [i.e. Sorites, see 37), but remember 
Chrysippus’ similar approach in his Questions on physics book 1: ‘It is not 
the case that the night is a body and the evening and the dawn and 
midnight are not bodies; and it is not the case that the day is a body and 
the first day of the month is not also a body and the tenth and the fifteenth 
and the thirtieth and the month and the summer and the autumn and the 
year. 


N 
A Sextus Empiricus, Against the professors 8.254-5 (SVF 2.221, part) 


(1) In addition, they [the Stoics] say that the sign must be a present sign oi 
a present thing. (2) For some people make a mistake and want a present 
thing to be also a sign ofa past thing, as for instance, ‘If this man has a scar, 
this man has had a wound.’ For ‘He has a scar’ is something present, since 
it is evident, but his having had a wound is past, since there is no longera 
wound. They also want a present thing to bea sign of a future thing, as is 
encompassed in a condidenal e man bee bean wounded the 
heart, this man will die.” For they say that the wound in the heart is 
already present, but the death is in the future. (3) Those who make such 
statements do not realize in fact that, though the past and the future are 
different, the sign and its object, even in these cases, is a present thing of a 
present thing. (4) For in the earlier example . . . the wound has already 
happened and is past, but ‘This man has had a wound’, which is a 
proposition, is present, though it is said about something which has 
happened. And in the case of, ‘If this man has been wounded in the heart, 
this man will die’, the death is in the future, but the proposition, ‘This 
man will die’, is present, though it is said about what is future, because itis 

ee 
true even now. 


Stoic reflections on time are interesting but tantalizing. The evidence consists 
largely of summary theses, which lack defending arguments, and Plutarch’s 
important testimony in C is deeply ingrained with his own polemic. The Stoid 
probably approached this subject from more than one point of view, which may 
explain the apparent inconsistencies in the doctrines attributed to Chrysippus 










Aristotle had discussed time at length in Physics 1v.1o-14. Whether directly, 
through the mediation of later Peripatetics, his views seem to have been 
starting-point for Stoic discussions. Both schools agreed that time has 
existence in its own right, and the Stoics chose to classify it among 
‘incorporeals' (27D). Aristotle had defined time as ‘the number of motion 
reference to before and after’ (Physics tv.11,219b). Stoic definitions (A, Bt. E 
establish a similar relation between time and motion, but they do not 

Anstotle’s interest in counting. He had surmised that time, as a numbers 
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dependent on a counter (the soul, Physics tv.14,223a25). The Stoics seem to take 2 
less subjectivist view. As ‘the dimension’ of motion, time does not depend on 
being countable or counted but solely on the existence of motion, just as place, 
which is three-dimensional, depends solely on being occupied by body (49A 1, 
B2). The world or kosmos in its most extended sense (see 44F; 46E; 52A) is 
everlasting and aiways in motion. Thus in linking time with the world’s motion, 
Chrysippus (A) tied the duration of time to the one thing whose existence is not 
subject to intermittent starts and stops. 

Proclus maintains chat the Stoics regarded time as purely conceptual (F), but 
this is probably an incorrect inference from its incorporeality, which itself (as 
will be seen) requires qualification. If ‘sayables’ (lekta) depend on thought for 
their subsistence (cf. 33B—C), there is no evidence that this is so for the other 
three incorporeals, place, void, and time. Uniike Aristotle, who denied that all 
things are ‘in time’ (Physics 1v.12,221b3), Chrysippus located the movement and 
existence of everything in time (B 2). God, the world’s active principle, is not a 
timeless being but a continuously self-moving agent. 

Time is infinite in extension and infinitely divisible (B2, 3). The second 
attribute is a basic Aristotelian doctrine, and he allowed that the circular 
movement of the heavens could be temporarily infinite (Phystes tv.10,241b18). 
In Stoicism the infinite extension of time is a function of the everlasting 
succession of cosmic cycles (cf. 52C). Like Aristotle again, the Stoics treated past 
and future as ‘parts’ or ‘constituents of time’ (B 2-3, C5, D, E 1; cf. Aristotle, 
Physics tv. 10,217b33), and they had to take up a position on the paradoxes which 
such discourse generates. On the one hand they distinguished senses of infinity: 
ame as a whole is infinite ‘in every respect’ (B 2, E 1). But as ‘parts’ of time, past 
and future cannot be infinite ‘on either side’ since they would then cease to be 
distinguishable as parts of all time. So they are infinite only on one side and 
‘limited’ by the present (E 1). 

This corresponds very closely to Aristotle's view of the present or ‘the now’. 
He describes ‘the now’ as ‘the link of time; for it holds together the past and the 
fature, and is the limit of time’ (Physics 1V.13,222a10). By ‘limit’ Aristotle does 
not mean a fixed boundary, but an indivisible durationless point. The Stoic 
Archedemus took over his description of ‘the now’ wholesale (C 4), and it seems 
to be implied by other evidence: ‘no time is exactly present’ (B 3, cf. C 1-3, E 4). 
Bat we are allowed to speak of the present as if it had a duration or existence of its 
@wn. That is acceptable at the level of perception (E 5), but under strict analysis 
the present is specious since it ‘consists of a part of the past and a part of the future’ 
(C5. E3). Aristotle had already indicated that this is the unacceptable 
Consequence of treating ‘the now’ as a time (Physics v1.3,234a9). In so describing 

Present, the Stoics were probably agreeing with Aristotle, or using this 


~ Poon to refer only to the broad use which conflicts with the exact view of 
Gane as a continuum, 


We come now to the most original aspects of the Stoic theory, and these, as 
readily noted (C 5), are superficially inconsistent with the doctrines just 

d In B4 and C5, contrary to what we have been led to expect, it is the 
Present alone which is said to ‘belong’. The past and the future do not belong but 
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‘subsist’. This distinction is illustrated by an obscure passage (B 4) which seems tc 
“+++ specify the temporal conditions for truly predicating an attribute of a subject, 
+ > ‘Walking’ belongs to (can be truly predicated of) me just when I am (present) 
walking. When I am lying down or sitting [ am not walking, and so walking doe: 
not then belong to me. At the time of my lying down or sitting, it may be true 
that I have walked or that I shail walk, but those walkings do not belong to me at 
2+ that time, and so they only subsist. 
Sa Chrysippus’ distinction between ‘belongs’ and ‘subsists’ is in fact quite 
consistent with his claim that no time is exactly present, or that the speciow 
ú: > present, as a stretch of time, actually consists of parts of the past and the future, 
z% Any walking Ido takes time, so if my walking can be ‘present’, Chrysippus must 
be using ‘present’ in the broad or inexact sense. It must be with reference to that 
usage, and the division of time into three extended ‘parts’ (cf. D), that the 
distinction between ‘belongs’ and ‘subsists’ holds good. 

In that case, what does the distinction amount to? The subsistence of the past 
and the future indicates the status of those times which have been or will be 
present but do not belong to the world as it is right now. Thus a subsistent time 
dates all events which have occurred or will occur, as bounded by the present. 
The Stoics were careful to point out, however, that true propositions referring 
to such events ‘are present’, i.e. are true now (see H}. What has occurred or what 
will occur subsists in relation to the present. But what is now the case can 
perfectly well be something that is past or future. 

Given the notorious difficulties of the concept of time, the Stoics’ flexibility 


on the subject is to their credit. They recognized that temporal discourse is 

unavoidably imprecise and may legitimately vary with the context: we ma 
| speak of a long extension of time, such as a year, as ‘present’ (D). Nor was their 
A classification of time as incorporeal a denial of its reality as a feature of the world. 
If time as such is not a body, Chrysippus was prepared to treat day and night and 


longer durations of time as bodies (G). He seems to have reasoned that these are 
physical changes produced by the sun's movements (cf. SVF 2.693; 70E 3).4 


a 
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A Philo, On the indestructibility of the world 52, 54 
(1) People who are in the habit of defining things have sorei 


x» represented time as the dimension of the world’s motion. Since this 
( sound, the world is of the same age as time, and its cause . . . (2) Perhaps 
some quibbling Stoic will say that time is represented as the motion m 
( only of the present world but also of the world imagined at 
conflagration. 


B Lactantius, Divine institutes 7.23 (SVF 2.623) 


Chrysippus . . . when speaking of the world’s renewal, siad 
following conclusion: ‘Since this is so, it is evidently not impossible 

we too after our death will return again t^ rha chana we nau are 
certain periods of time have elapsed.’ 
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C Nemesius 309,5—-311,2 {SVF 2.625) 


/(1) The Stoics say that when the planets return to the same celestial sign, 
\ in length and breadth, where each iginally when the world was 
first formed, at set periods of time they cause conflagranon and 
acon of existing things. (2) Once again the world returns anew to 
the same condition as before; and when the stars are moving again in the 
same way, each thing which occurred in the previous period will come to 
pass indiscernibly [from its previous occurrence]. For again there will be 
Socrates and Plato and each one of mankind with the same friends and 
fellow citizens; they will suffer the same things and they will encounter 
the same things, and put their hand to the same things, and every city and 
village and piece of land return in the same way. (3) The periodic return 
of everything occurs not once but many times; or rather, the same things 


return infinitely and without end. (4) The gods who are not subject to% 


destruction, from their knowledge of this single penod, know from it 


everything that is going to be in the next periods. For there will be | 


nothing strange in comparison with what occurred previously, but | 
everything will be just the same and indiscernible down to the smallest ./ 


details. 


D Eusebius, Evangelical preparation 15.19.1-2 (SVF 2.599, part) 


[Reporting Stoic doctrine] (1) Universal reason having advanced thus 
far, or universal nature having grown and increased, it finally dries up 
everything and takes it up into itself, and comes to be in the whole 
substance. (2) It returns to the so-called primary reason and to that resur- 
rection which creates the greatest year, in which the reconstitution from 
itself alone [i.e. universal nature] into itself recurs. (3) Having returned 
because of the order from which it began to create the world in just sucha 
way, it manufactures the same way of life again according to reason, since 
_ Such periods occur everlastingly without ceasing. 


E Simplicius, On Aristotle’s Physics/886,12-16 (SVF 2.627, part) 


in sating that the same I is born again in the recreation they [the Stoics] 
wk with good reason whether the I now and the I at another time are 


Bamenically one, beca the same in substance, or whether lam 
agm | EPEA A - 


ented by. bei onies. 


P Alexander, On Aristotle's Prior analytics 180,33—6; 181,25-31 (SVF 

2.624. part) 

(2) They (the Stoics] hold that after the conflagration all the same things 

secur in the world numerically, so that even the same peculiarly qualified 
ual as before exists and comes to be again in that world, as 


PPUs says in his books On the world . . . (2) They say too that the 
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only discernibilities between later and earlier peculiarly qualified indi- 
viduals are with respect to certain external accidents; these discern- 
ibilities, in the case of the same Dion persisting and living, do not change 
him. (3) For he does not become another man if he previously had moles 
on his face but no longer has them. Such discernibilities, they say, do 
occur between the peculiarly qualified individuals of one world and 
those of another. _ 2 a y 


G Origen, Against Celsus 4.68, 5.20 (SVF 2.626, part) ` 


(1) Trying to soften the incongruities somewhat, the Stoics, I know not 
how, say that everyone in one period will be indiscernible from those in 
the previous periods: they don’t want Socrates to recur but someone 
indiscernible from Socrates who is to marry someone indiscernible from 
Xanthippe and be accused by men indiscernible from Anytus and 
Meletus. I don’t know how the world is always the ‘same’ and not 
‘indiscernible from’ another world, while its contents are not the ‘same’ 
but ‘indiscernible’... (2) Those of them who were embarrassed by the 
doctrine [of indiscernibility] said that there is a very slight discernibility 
between one period and the events of its predecessor. J 
“” 
H Marcus Aurelius 2.14 i 
(1) Even if you were to live three thousand years or thirty thousand,, 
nevertheless remember that no one loses another life than this which heis: 
living, nor lives another life than this which he is losing. So the shortest: 
comes to the same thing as the longest. For the present is equal for all, and. 
so what is passing away is equal; and this shows that what is being lost is 
merely a moment. No one could lose what is past or what is future. Fo 
how could anyone deprive him of what he does not have? (2) Always 
remember, then, these two things: one, that everything everlastingly i 
of the same kind and cyclically recurrent, and it makes no differen 
whether one should see the same things for a hundred years or for tw 
hundred or for an infinite time. Two, that the longest-lived and 
quickest to die have an equal loss. For it is che present alone of which o 
will be deprived, since this is the only thing that he has, and no one lo 
what he does not have. 


The everlasting cycle of world-order and conflagration raises further question 
concerning Stoic conceptions of ume. As infinite and the dimension of tht 
world’s motion (51B), time could not be straightforwardly linked to a cos 
clock such as the succession of days and nights. During a conflagration nothing! 
going on in the universe except the fiery providential activity of god (280 
460). Approaching time from the Platonic position of a single everlas 
world, Philo (A 1) insists that time and the world are of equal duration. AP 
Stoic who accepted Chrysippus’ definition of time (51A) and the conflagra 
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doctrine will have had to extend time beyond i 
the d 
ordered system in the Platonic or Adimtelish xe i ather a a a aes 
continuously active during all states of the Stoic Dr and = vially¢ ae i 
the conflagration, time must be presumed to continue even her a 
order in any sense measurable by us exists. This need not ince var ye 
providential thoughts, as an ordered sequence of movements ane sae ; 
proceed in such a way that B occurs after A and before C ‘th vidi se 
temporal series for the activity of the conflagration peg ee, 
What presses harder for clarification and i i 
; hil i 
everlasting recurrence itself. The doctrine a ae siete $ 
ibility, if not a firm thesis (B), was ‘our retum to the chy 2 cae ia 
furure world after our death; and in the most detailed pias thi ‘ha dass iat 
the claim that there is an everlasting sequence of worlds and da “4 ia 
which the individuals and actions of any one world are exacti ihe ae 
of every other world ‘down to the smallest details’ (C) Such 24 ats y aed 
assert ted rather than proved in our surviving evidence but it a oe ne 5 
inevitable consequence of three basic Stoic theses: (1) the vinci ie af nd 
matter are everlasting and god is continuously active (44B 2 E E p a 
world isa temporally finite set of evencs causally determined sp 2 ti Ede 
seminal principles’ operative in cosmogony (46A 1, G, cf. D); ( \ fron a ae 
causes the same effects invariably follow (55N 3) Wand (2) neiihiecah 
activity must continue beyond the end of our i 
a world i 
peers reasons for identifying that continuing oe with ee 
. But the ensuing conflagration is also the state of the uni i 
our world began, and therefore the w sie oh ciel constr 
l , orld has returned to i ing-poi 
oo to C 2 the conflagration occurs at the EDA of cone pene 
(cf. D2), when the planets occupy the same position that they h id whe En 
EIS If that was ‘the order from which it {universal aonb Eoi 
te the world in just i ion i cent 
ie Catch P m a a jii a si conflagration itself appears to be a 
Et f a'c i 
Position), one world ends and another be tas Bur th E 
stops for the duration of the condscuine i hich is bah P E 
c n w 
m ai (OPR (cf. 461} and the cause of the iene oe Peers 
u ami i ngt 
S istake, however, to think of everlasting recurrence as a purely 
pean F equence of Stoic determinism. God is a supremel ional 
and the most interesting fact about th ion is 3 cies 
pale the conflagration is its omnipresent 
intan is providence (280 4; 460, cf. D). In his own identi disth 
E A ee entity god is the 
Causal AEE ; : ] hence the sequence of cause and effect is an 
E alen w onality and providence. Since every previous world has 
The uns. (46G 3), god can have no reason to modify any succeedin Id 
ame point can be stated epistemologically (C ; is fea 
| eat gically (C 4, cf. D 3): god knows from 
ecquaint c any one world all that will h: i 
T A E E will happen in subsequent worlds. 
Rome ea a i to F creativity, with the claim that all evil is 
ap from a condition of perfect ‘wisdorn (460 aaa aad 
ting recurrence, th Eas n 
ain eae i en, ensures that this world, the best possible, though 
¢ for ever repeated. But does it ensure this in a manner 
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that is logically coherent and ethically satisfying? In approaching these 
questions, we should notice that Stoics differed in their interpretations of ‘the 
recurrence of the same things’. These range from che strongest claim (a) just the 
same down to the smallest details (C 4) = numerical identity {F 1, cf. E), to {b} 
indiscernible tokens of the same type (G 1), (c) numerical identity but inessential , 
discernibility (F2-3), and (d) slightly discernible tokens of the same type (G2). | 
Since the Stoics defended the identity of indiscernibles (see 280}, (b) looks like’ 
an unorthodox version of {a), with which it conflicts verbally at least (cf. C 4). 
(d) is explicitly revisionary, and its resemblance to (c) in F 2-3 suggests that (c) : 
was also a modification of (a}. Since (b) (c) (d) all give up either indiscernibility ; 
and/or numerical identity, it is probable that (a), which states the strongest: 
conditions for the recurrent identity, was the original thesis. The alternatives | 
will then have been offered in response to difficulties encountered by (a). | 
Ona linear conception of time, whereby every instant is absolutely before or; 


after some other instant, (a) is undoubtedly problematic. For if ¢ is the set of; 
instants for the present world, and ¢ is the set of instants for the next recurrence: 
of chat world, must be a remporal dimension of movements all of which occur 
after 1, But ex hypothesi che movements which occur at í are numerically identical ! 
to those which occur at t*. Hence a movement at t, which is before t*, is 
numerically identical to a movement at t*, which is after t. Now on linear time, 
this is incoherent; for it implies two quite separate temporal dimensions for 
and the same movement. But there is a conception of ime, called circular 
closed, whereby every time is both before and after itself, In circular or cl 
time, forward movement will eventually reach a time (future) which is che sam 
as che present, and backward movement will eventually reach a time (past): 
which is the same as the present. So what was problematic in linear time now 
becomes entirely coherent. The time at which Chrysippus is living now is also 
future to itself, and so he can be said to have a complete replication of his pr 
life in a future which occupies the same temporal extension as he occupies 
and now. 1 

The tense-logic required by circular time includes such axioms as “What wil] 
be so has been so’, ‘What has been so will beso’, “What isso has been so’, “Whatit 
so will be so.’ All of these are stated or implied in C-D. Given Stow 
determinism, and such images of time as ‘the unwinding of a rope, bringing 
about nothing new’ (550), it is hardly too much to suggest that Chrysippus, # 
he defended (a), envisaged time as circular rather than linear. He would thus, lik 
certain Pythagoreans, have treated the time of his next life, as well as all of 
own future history, as exactly che same as that of his present life (cf. iin vol. 

The most interesting alternative to (a) is (c) in F 2—3. (c) allows numeri 
the same individual to recur, but with such differences as a mole on the face 
do not change the essential identity of the individual. Such differenc 
indifferent with respect to an individual’s identity, imply a radically diff 
cosmology from that of (a). Only one such difference is needed berween 
two worlds ro render them distinct from one another. The occurrence of a 
difference between successive worlds also implies a difference in their anteceoH, 
causes, and thus an abandonment of the completely closed causality required e 
(a}. Perhaps some Stoics supposed that the conflagration cleans out all vesage 
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its antecedents, leaving indeterminate matter for god to start a new and 
independent causal sequence. His perfect rationality would then initiate 
essentially the same world, with numerically identical individual persons. The 
goodness of the next world would be unaffected by the presence or absence of 
such morally indifferent features as moles on the face. Such differences, 
however, would permit the next world to occur in a genuinely different 
temporal dimension, since Socrates with a mole could not occur at the same time 
as Socrates without this feacure. 

On balance, Chrysippus probably opted for (a). It seems the more challenging 
philosophical thesis, and the one that accords best with the Stoics’ emphasis on 
complete coherence. Perhaps too it helps to indicate the moral significance or 
lack of significance for everlasting recurrence, If (a) is crue, the life to come will 
not be different in che slightest feature from what one has now. The absolute 
sameness of everything and the indifference of cyclical recurrence are pointedly 
indicated by Marcus Aurelius (H), who insists that all a person has is the present 
moment. Marcus is writing too informally to cast light on the technical details of 
Chrysippus’ theories. But we may conjecture that the moral perspectives of both 
men were broadly similar. Just as Nietzsche probably regarded everlasting 
recurrence as a way of saying that any other life one had would always be just the 
same — for how else could it be your life? — so in Stoicism the doctrine may have 
served to underline the necessity of accepting one’s present situation. For that 
will be one’s situation time and again in the everlasting nature of things. 


53 Soul Led . e Me a a i E 


. Sad i E i ` Sua 
` te |o 


A Origen, On principles 3.1.2-3 (SVF 2.988, part 


{Endorsing Stoic doctrine] (1) Of moving things, some have the cause of 
movement in themselves, while others are moved only from outside. (2) 
The latter comprise things which are transportable, like logs and stones 
and every material thing which is sustained by tenor alone... (3) Animals 
and plants have the cause of movement in themselves, and so, quite 
simply, does everything sustained by physique or soul, which they say 
also includes metals... (4) Some things of this kind, they say, are moved 
out of” themselves, and others ‘by’ themselves: the former comprise 
s0ulless things, the latter ones which are ensouled. Ensouled things are 
moved “by’ themselves when an impression occurs within them which 
alls forth an impulse... (5) A rational animal, however, in addition to its 
Rupressionistic nature, has reason which passes judgement on impres- 
mons, rejecting some of these and accepting others, in order that the 
animal may be guided accordingly. 


B Hicrocles 1.§-33, 4.38-53 


(1) If the seed falls into t 


he womb at the right time and is gripped by the 


tacle in good health, it no longer stays still as before but is energized 
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and begins its own activities. It draws matter from the pregnant body, 
. and fashions the embryo in accordance with inescapable patterns, up 
_,. to the point when it reaches its goal and makes its product ready to be 
born. (2) Yet throughout all this time- I mean the time from conception 
to birth — it remains (in the form of] physique, i.e. breath, having 
changed from seed and moving methodically from beginning to end. In 
the early stages, the physique is breath of a rather dense kind and 
considerably distant from soul; but later, when it is close to birth, it 
becomes finer . . . So when it passes outside, it is adequate for the 
environment, with the result that, having been hardened thereby, it is 


"` capable of changing into soul. (3) For just as the breath in stones is 


` immediately kindled by a blow, on account of its readiness for this 
change, so the physique of a ripe embryo, once it is born, does not hesitate 
to change into soul on meeting the environment. So whatever issues 
forth from the womb is at once an animal . . . (4) At this point it should be 
borne in mind that every animal differs from the non-animal in two 
respects, sensation and impulse . . . (5) Since an animal is a composite of 
body and soul, and both of these are tangible and impressible and of 
course subject to resistance, and also blended through and through, and 
‘ one of them is a sensory faculty which itself undergoes movement in the 
way we have indicated, it is evident that an animal perceives itself 
continuously. (6) For by stretching out and relaxing, the soul makes an 
impression on all the body's parts, since it is blended with them all, and in: 
making an impression it receives an impression in response. (7) For the 
body, just like the soul, reacts to pressure; and the outcome is a state of 





`- their joint pressure upon, and resistance to, each other. (8) From the: 


outermost parts inclining within, it travels . . . to the commanding- 
faculty, with the result that there is an awareness both of all the body’ s. 
parts and of the soul’s. (9) This is equivalent to the animal’s perceiving, 
itself. 
C Plutarch, On Stoic self-contradictions 1053D (SVF 2.806, part) l 
` As proof of the fact that the soul is engendered, and engendered after the 
body, Chrysippus chiefly uses the fact that children resemble their 
parents in temperament and character. sts 


"* D Galen, On the formation of the foetus 4.698,2-9 (SVF 2.761, part) 


* (1) Inthe first place . . . they [Peripatetics and Stoics} assume that the heart 
is generated before everything else. (2) Secondly, that the heart generates 
the other parts, as if the agent of the heart’s construction, whoever it is, 
were destroyed and not still existing. (3) Thirdly, as a consequence, they, 
"claim that even the deliberative part of our soul is situated in the h 


314 


53 Soul 


E Galen, On Hippocrates’ Epidemics vt 270,26-8 (SVF 2.782) 


Everyone who supposes that the soul is breath says that it is preserved by 
exhalation both of the blood and of the <air> drawn into the body by 
inhalation through the windpipe. 


F Sextus Empiricus, Against the professors 7.234 


Some [of the Stoics] . . . say that soul has two meanings, that which 
sustains the whole compound, and in particular, the commanding- 
faculty. For when we say that man is a compound of soul and body, or 
that death is separation of soul and body, we are referring particularly to 
the commanding-faculty. 


G Calcidius 220 (SVF 2.879, part) 


(1) Chrysippus says: ‘It is certain that we breathe and live with one and 
the same thing. (2) But we breathe with natural breath. (3) Therefore we 
live as well with the same breath. (4) But we live with the soul. (5) 
Therefore the soul is found to be natural breath . . . (6) The soul’s parts 
flow from their seat in the heart, as if from the source of a spring, and 
spread through the whole body. They continually fill all the limbs with 
vital breath, and rule and control them with countless different powers — 
nutrition, growth, locomotion, sensation, jmpulse to action. (7) The soul 
as a whole despatches the senses (which ate its proper functions) like 
branches from the trunk-like commanding-faculty to be reporters of 
what they sense, while itself like a monarch passes judgement on their 
reports. (8) The objects of sensation, as bodies, are composite, and the 
individual senses sense one definite thing, this one colours, another 
sounds . . . and in all cases of the present; no sense remembers what is past 
or foresees the future. (9) It is the function of internal reflection and 
teasoning to understand each sense’s affection, and to infer from their 
reports what it [i.e. the object] is, and to accept it when present, 
remember it when absent, and foresee it when future.’ 


H Aetius 4.21.1-4 (SVF 2.836, part) 


(1) The Stoics say that the commanding-faculty is the soul’s highest part, 
which produces impressions, assents, perceptions and impulses. They 
abo call it the reasoning faculty. (2) From the commanding-faculty there 
are seven parts of the soul which grow out and stretch out into the body 
bke the tentacles of an octopus. (3) Five of these are the senses, sight, 
“ael. hearing, taste and touch, Sight is breath which extends from the 
eo mmanding-faculty to the eyes, hearing is breath which extends from 


commanding-faculty to the ears . . . (4) Of the remainder, one is 
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called seed, and this is breath extending from the commanding-faculty te 
the genitals. ($) The other, . . . which they also call utterance, is breath 
extending from the commanding-facuity to the pharynx, tongue and 
appropriate organs. . 


I Nemesius 212,6-9 (Panaetius fr. 86) 


The philosopher Panaetius takes the vocal faculty to be a part of the 
movement governed by impulse; and he is quite right to say so. He make; 
the reproductive faculty a part not of soul but of physique. 











J Cicero, On duties 1.132 (Panaetius fr. 88) f 
Souls’ movements are of two kinds: one belongs to thought, the other te 
impulse. The sphere of thought is principally the investigation of truth, 
while impulse is the stimulus to action. So we must take care to use 
thought for the best possible objects, and to make impulse obedient to 
reason. 











K lamblichus, On the soul (Stobaeus 1.368,12-20; SVF 2.826, part) 


(t) How are the soul’s faculties distinguished? Some of them, according 
to the Stoics, by a difference in the underlying bodies. For they say that a 
sequence of different breaths extends from che commanding~-faculty, 
some to the eyes, others to the ears and others to other sense-organs. (2) 
Other faculties are differentiated by a peculiarity of quality in regard to 
the same substrate. Just as an apple possesses in the same body sweetness 
and fragrance, so too the commanding-faculty combines in the same 
body impression, assent, impulse, reason. ig Se S 


T e 1 
4 


Pe eet ae 


L Seneca, Letters 113.23 (SVF 2.836, part) 


Cleanthes and his pupil Chrysippus did not agree on what walking is. 
Cleanthes said it was breath extending from the commanding-faculty to 
the feet, Chrysippus that it was the commanding-faculty itself. 


M Aetius 4.23.1 (SVF 2.854) n e TEE 3 
The Stoics say that {bodily] affections occur in the affected regions, but 


sensations in the commanding-faculty. : 
N Diogenes Laertius 7.157 {SVF 2.867) - oa 1 


Seeing takes place when the light between the visual faculty and the ob- 
ject is stretched into the shape ofa cone . . . The air adjacent to the pupil 
forms the tip of the cone with its base next to the visual object. What 
seen is reported by means of the stretched air, as by a walking-stick.. 


316 


abt 


_ mie 


{According to Chrysippus and other Stoics] Every generated being has 
something given to it by fate: water has being coal as its gift, and each 
kind of plant has bearing a certain fruit; stones and fire have downward 
and upward movement respectively; so too animals, as their gift, have 


O Nemesius 291,1-6 (SVF 2.991, part) 





P Philo, Allegories of the laws 1.30 (SVF 2.844) 


(1) The animal is superior to the non-animal in two respects, impression 
and impulse. (2) An impression is formed by the approach of an external 
object which strikes the mind through sensation. (3) Impulse, the close 
relation of impression, is formed by the conic power of the mind. By 
stretching this out through sensation, the mind grasps the object and goes 
towards it, eager to seize and reach it. 














Z, 
Q Stobaeus, 2.86,17-87,6 (SVF 3.169, part) 


(1) What activates impulse, they (the Stoics] say, is precisely an 
impression capable of directly impelling a proper function. (2) In genus 
impulse is a movement of soul towards something. (3) In species it is seen 
to include both the impulse which occurs in rational animals and the one 
found in the non-rational; but these species have not been given 
corresponding names. For desire is not rational impulse, but a species of 
this. (4) One would correctly define rational impulse by saying that it is a 
movement of thought towards something in the sphere of action. The 
contrary of this is repulsion. 


R Plutarch, On Stoic self-contradictions 10378 (SVF 3.175, part) 


According to Chrysippus, the impulse of man is reason prescribing 
action to him; he has written thus in his book On law. Repulsion then is 
prohibitive reason, 


S Plutarch, On Stoic self-contradictions 10574 (SVF 3.177, part) 


What is the subject most argued about by Chrysippus himself and 

Antipater in their disputes with the Academics? The doctrine that 

without assent there is neither action nor impulsion, and that they are 
& nonsense and empty assumptions who claim that, when an | 

appropriate impression occurs, impulsion ensues at once without people ; 
having yielded or given their assent. ar Ne i T 








T Sextus Empiricus, Against the professors 8.2756 (SVF 2.223, part) 


(1) They [the doctrinaire philosophers] say that it is not uttered speech 
internal speech by which man differs from non-rational animals; for 
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crows and parrots and jays utter articulate sounds. (2) Nor is it by the 
merely simple impression that he differs (for they too receive impres- 
sions), but by impressions produced by inference and combination. (3) 
This amounts to his possessing the conception of ‘following’ and directly 
grasping, on account of ‘following’, the idea of sign. For sign is itself of 
the kind ‘If this, then that.’ (4) Therefore the existence of signs follows 
from man's nature and constitution. 


U Galen, On Hippocrates’ and Plato's doctrines 2.5.9-13 (SVF 3 Diogenes 
29, part) : 

[Diogenes of Babylon] (1) ‘The source of articulate utterance is the same 
as the source of utterance, and therefore meaningful articulate utterance 
has that source too, {2) But this last is language. (3} Therefore language 
and utterance have the same source. (4) But the source of utterance is not 
the region of the head, but evidently somewhere lower down; for it is 
obvious that utterance passes out through the windpipe. (5) Therefore 
language too does not have its source in the head, but lower down. (6) 
But that too is certainly true, viz. that language has its source in thought; 
for some people actually define language as meaningful utterance sent 
out from thought. (7) It is also credible that language is sent out 
imprinted, and stamped as it were, by the conceptions present in 
thought, and that it is temporally coextensive with both the act of 
thinking and the activity of speaking. (8) Therefore thought too is not in 
the head but in the lower regions, principally no doubt around the heart.’ 


V Galen, On Hippocrates’ and Plato’s doctrines 5.2.49, 5.3.1 (SVF 2.841, 
part} 


{Chrysippus] ‘They are parts of the soul through which its reason and the 
character of its reason are constituted. A soul is noble or base according 
to the state of its commanding-part with respect to its appropriate 
divisions’... Perhaps you are reminding us of what you wrote in your 
books On reason: ‘Reason is a collection of certain conceptions and 


preconceptions. Saas 


W Eusebius, Evangelical preparation 15.20.6 (SVF 2.809} 


{1} They [the Stoics} say that the soul is subject to generation and 
destruction. When separated from the body, however, it does not perisi 
at once but survives on its own for certain times, the soul of the virtuous 
up to the dissolution of everything into fire, that of fools only for certaiit 
definite times. (2) By the survival of souls they mean that we oursel 
survive as souls separated from bodies and changed into the | 
substance of the soul, while the souls ofnon-rational animals perish alo 
with their bodies. 
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X Diogenes Laertius 7.143 (SVF 2.633, part) 


That the world is ensouled is evident, they [the Stoics] say, from our own 
soul's being an offshoot of it. : 


Y Cicero, On the nature of the gods 2.58 (SVF 1.172, part) 


[The Stoic spokesman Balbus] Just as other natural substances are each 
generated, made to grow and sustained by their own seeds, so the nature 
of the world has all the movements of volition, impulses and desires 
which the Greeks call hormai, and exhibits the actions in agreement with 
these in the way that we ourselves do who are moved by emotions and 
sensations. 


1 As in Greek usage generally (cf. 14 commentary), ‘soul’ has a wide range of 
applications in Stoicism. These comprise, at their narrowest, the vital functions 
of human beings quite speciftcally; then the vital functions of animals quite 
generally as distince from plants; and finally, the functions of god, the ‘active 
principle’ of the world, which pervades ‘matter’, the ‘passive principle’, in a 
relation described as that of ‘world-soul’ to the ‘body’ of the world (44C; 46E- 
F). The Stoics had Platonic precedents for positing a ‘world-soul'’ (cf. especially 
Timaeus 34 ff., Laws 10), an un-Aristotelian conception, as the immanent source 
of cosmic motion. They differed strongly from Plato, however, in treating the 
world-soul as identical to the divine Craftsman and in totally rejecting Plato’s 
disnction between the physical world and the non-physical and everlasting 
Forms on which Plato's Craftsman models the world. As divine ‘breath’, the 
Stoics’ world-soul is coextensive with the grosser matter which forms the 
world's body. Thus god and the world have the basic attributes of an ‘animal’ 
(47C;54A, B, F) in a literal sense that would have appalled Plato and Aristotle. 
Our texts refer to this macrocosmic dimension of soul in X and Y. As body-soul 
compounds, we humans are microcosmic beings; and attributes that we possess 
in virtue of having rational souls are features of the world. There is even a specific 
region of the world, the ‘aether’, which houses the world’s ‘commanding- 
faculty’ (470; cf. 54B). 

The world-soul is rational or intelligent through and through. This doctrine 
Provides the physical foundation for the ethical injunction chat human beings, as 
parts’ of the whole, should conform themselves to universal nature by 
perfecting their rationality (cf. 63C). As already noted however (see 470-Q), 
Cosmic breath differentiates the contents of the world by the three structural 
Pemciples, tenor, physique and soul (A). In this ‘scale of nature’ ensouled beings 
Owe their highest place in the hierarchy to the fact that they are purposeful self- 
pe (A 4). In adopting this Aristotelian differentia of animals, the Stoics 
ered from Aristotle (and from Plato too) by removing soul from plants. A 
oa s life is explained by its ‘physique’ (phusis), its possession of a principle of 

So mach which enables it to grow ‘out of itself (A 3-4). 
alk pias of Stoic psychology recalls Aristotle that this difference over plants 
Or explanation. Animal reproduction, moreover, which Aristotle had 
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assigned to the nutritive soul, now gets a whole part of the soul to itself, on the 
orthodox Stoic account (H 4), though Panaetius relegated it to ‘physique’ (1). It 
looks as if the Stoics noticed an essential difference between the automatic 
processes of growth and the self-directing functions of an animal’s life, à 
difference which would be crucially obscured by subsuming them all undeg 
soul, They also wanted to emphasize the evolution in modes of life fro m 
conception to maturity. 

An embryo is like a plant up to the moment of birth (B 2, so too Aristotled 
Generation of animals V.1,778b35). Once the heart has been formed, it becomes (as 
in Aristotle again) the agent for fashioning the rest of the embryo (D). Only ay 
the moment of birth is this ‘physique’ transformed into soul, which suggests the 
sufficiency of vegetative processes to account for the life and growth of an 
embryo. Are we to suppose that the newly emergent soul takes over the 
functions of the physique which was its previous state? This may seem to be 
implied in G 6 where the soul's parts include provision of nutrition and gro 
to the limbs (and cf. 47P 4). Yet no other texts which give standard accounts of 
the soul’s eight parts make any references to nutrition and growth. If moreover 
we take it that the commanding-faculty directly controls these vital functions, ig 
is hard to see how it does so in virtue of its basic powers, impression and imp 
(P1). The upshot of all the evidence strongly suggests that an animal 
‘physique’, its planc-like aie continues to direct i its growth automatically 



















of sharply focusing on soul as the distinguishing characteristic of an agent (self 
mover) who can (in the case of humans, with their additional powers, A 5, R 


themselves. As breath, the soul i is characterized by its tensile motion (47Q-R 
physical property with important bearing on a person’s moral condition! \- 


which is sometimes called mind (nous)) and its seven subordinate parts came 
compared peaa to the brain and the nervous system, as with Epicu 


maintaining the soul’s pneumatic nature. : 
Just as animals start their life as plant-like beings, without any cognlg 
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faculties, so humans are like the other animals to begin with. Rationality, which 
distinguishes humans from beasts, develops only gradually (39E 4). Their 
common vital characteristics are indicated by the same eight ‘parts’ of the soul 
(H), though an animal’s commanding-faculty lacks reason. The term ‘part’ 
primarily denotes a spatial division of the soul, starting from the commanding- 
faculty or ‘highest part’. Hence the image of the octopus (H 2), which helps us to 
visualize the soul’s structure as expansible and contractible currents of breath. 
The seven subordinate parts — senses, utterances and reproduction — are purely 
instrumental executives of the commanding-faculty (cf. G 7-9). It is there that 
all awareness takes place (M). 
More interesting and more problematical are the soul’s faculties, in the sense of 
that word in K2. These are not physically distinguishable, by reference to 
different bodily organs, any more than is an apple’s fragrance from its sweetness. 
Though sometimes misleadingly called parts (cf. V), the faculties, as we shall call 
them here, pick out ‘qualities’ (see 28F) of the commanding-faculty itself. They 
designate its different modes of operation, and in such a way that the soul or self 
is not fragmented into a plurality of psychic entities, as in the Platonic model. 
The subject of impression, impulse etc. is one and the same commanding- 
faculty, This unitary view of the soul was Chrysippus’ doctrine. Though firmly 
rejected by Posidonius, who reverted to Platonic tripartition (cf. 65K, M, P), 
and possibly by Panaetius, in whom some find Aristotelian bipartition (cf. J), 
Chrysippus’ unitary model is of great philosophical interest (see further 65). 
How far it had already been adumbrated by his Stoic predecessors it is impossible 
to say. 
3 Logically, and within a creature’s experience, impression is the primary 
faculty. In the same context as B, at 57C, Hierocles insists that an animal 
immediately on birth ‘perceives itself, and that self-perception is prior to any 
tion of externals. Self-perception (B 5-9), or recognition of the kind of 
imal one is (cf. 57B), seems to be the outcome of the fact that body and soul are 
Sonstantly conjoined and interacting (cf. 45C; 48C 10). B does not use the 
dard word for impression, phantasia, but the terms for describing the body— 
al interaction can be so translated (most literally, ‘striking against’ and ‘being 
Mack in return’): from this interaction an awareness or ‘impression’ in the 
ental sense results. Most basically then, impression is that in virtue of which an 
mal is aware of how it is affected (cf. P-Q; 39A-B). While this will 
quently refer to sense-perception (P 2), we may take the faculty itself to cover 
fates of awareness, including pleasures and pains, which were explained as 
of ‘internal touch’ (Cicero, Academica 2.20, cf. 16 commentary). 
meagre evidence on the mechanics of sensing (N is a representative 
ance) suggests that the Stoics were largely content to take over Peripatetic 
ap adapting these to suit their dynamic materialism; note the contribu- 
à Of ‘tension’ (the ‘stretched’ medium) to seeing. The legacy of Aristotle 
no less strong in the general account of animal motion as the product of 
anion and ‘impulse’, the second basic faculty of soul (P,Q). This recalls e.g. 
ie of animals 70136: ‘an animal moves and goes forward by desire or 
when some change has occurrred in accordance with sensation or 
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phantasia’. The common ground becomes all the more evident in the light of 
Aristotle's recourse to ‘ingrown breath’ (sumphuton pneuma, Movement of animali 
10) as the "expansible and contractible body’ which transmits the soul's desires 
into the body's movements. (Cf. 47R and Cleanthes’ account of walking in Lij 
These similarities however do not make the Stoics mere transmitters. a 
Peripatetic thinking. Arguably they avoided some of the latter’s difficulties tig 
treating the soul itself as pneuma. This removed the problem of showing howd 
body could be moved by an incorporeal soul. Furthermore, by unifying all state 
of awareness in the faculty of phantasia (impression), they seem to have intuited 
notion of the unity of consciousness, which is scarcely pellucid in the intricat 
Aristotelian relacionships between sensation, phantasia and intellect. A final and 
very important innovation is the explicit causal connexion between an animal’ 
appetition and its awareness of an objective suited to its natural constitution G 
‘proper function’ Q 1; 57B—C). 
Non-rational animals experience only ‘simple’ impressions (T}. Presumabi Fý 
the impulses of such creatures are immediately stimulated by moment-bya 
moment sense-impressions of things appropriate or inappropriate to the kind of 
animais they are. In humans, however, at least when rationality has developed? 
third faculty of soul, ‘assent’, mediates between impressions and impulses {S} 
This too is a Stoic innovation, and one of cardinal importance to 
epistemology and ethics (cf. 40B; 62C; 69A with commentary). What itimplieg 
in a nutshell, is ‘going along with’ or ‘committing oneself to’ the truth 
desirability etc. of the state of affairs which forms the concent of an impression 
and the capacity to refrain from doing so; Epictetus calls assent ‘the power to us 
impressions’ (62K 3}. In humans all impulses are acts of assent (331; cf. S),a thesi 
which entails thar we are responsible for all our desires. Assent, then, looks Jik - 3 
distinguishing mark of rationality, and this is no doubt correct. It should: ; 
noted, none the less, that some texts (e.g. O; 62G 6) credit animals qu Ti- 
generally with assent as well as impulse, If this is a mistake, the seemingh 
authoritative K 2 points in the same way; for if assent is simply a functiomg 
reason, we need to explain how it can be specified here as a faculty alongs 
impression, impulse and reason. Possibly, then, even non-rational animal 
should be credited with a primitive form of assent — ‘yielding’ (cf. S) toit 
appropriate impression. What animals decisively lack is reason (A $)- 0i 
human endowment fundamentally qualifies the entire human soul, making 
impressions (39A 6) and impulses (R) rational, and so too its powers of givings 
withholding assent. [f the animal soul has all three faculties in rudimentary; me 
rational form, this would help us to understand how the Stoics could regal 
reason as the mode of the whole adult human soul’s operation, a new dispositi 
which totally alters ail che pre-rational endowment. In any event, a sow 
commanding-faculty, whether animal or human, is to be regarded as a unit 
agent. (Cf. Chrysippus’ account of walking in L.) . , | „+y 

































A final point of general interest is a pronounced focus on specifying the ¢ 
of reason itself. Four principal features are to be noted here: (a) the anal 
reason by reference to the disposition of the three faculties just discussed, 
probable sense of Chrysippus in the first part of V}; (b) its conceptual ge 
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(second part of V); (c) its logical power, derived from the nature of a rational 
animal's impressions (T); (d) its manifestation in language (U), perhaps derived 
from the nature of a rational animal’s impulses (cf. I). Even if some of this takes 
ap issues from earlier philosophy (cf. Plato, Theaetetus 189e, Sophist 263e for 
thought as internalized discourse), it has a systematic character and clarity which 
appears thoroughly original. (8 sorte 


For other aspects of Stoic psychology, see 39-41; 57; 59; 61-2; 65. 
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P 
A Diogenes Laertius 7.147 (SVF 2.1021, part) 


They [the Stoics] say that god is an animal which is immortal and rational 
or intelligent, perfect in happiness, not admitting of any evil, provident 
towards the world and its occupants, but not anthropomorphic. He is che 
creator of the whole and, as it were, the father of ail, both generally and, 
in particular, that part of him which pervades all things, which is called 
by many descriptions according to his powers. For they call him Zeus 
[Dia] as the cause [di hon] of all things, Zen in so far as he is responsible 
for, or pervades, life [zén]; Athena because his commanding-faculty 
stretches into the aether; Hera because it stretches into the air; . . . [etc.] 


e 
B Cicero, On the nature of the gods 1.39 (SVF 2.1077, part) 


For he [Chrysippus} says that divine power resides in reason and in the 
ind and intellect of universal nature. He says that god is the world itself, 
the universal pervasiveness of its mind; also that he is the world’s own 
ommanding-faculty, since he is located in intellect and reason; that he is 
common nature of things, universal and all-embracing; also the force 
Bf fate and the necessity of future events. In addition he is fire; and the 
ther of which I spoke earlier; also things in a natural state of flux and 
Mobility, like water, earth, air, sun, moon and stars; and the all- 
= bracing whole; and even those men who have attained immortality. 














à Cicero, On the nature of the gods 2.12-15 


fe Stoic spokesman Balbus] (1) Therefore the main point is agreed 
ong al men of all races. For all have it inborn and virtually engraved 
minds that there are gods. Opinions vary as to what they are like, 
i that they exist no one denies. (2) Cleanthes, of our school, said that 

aceptions of the gods have been formed in men’s minds for four 
sons. (3) The first conception which he mentioned was the one of 
ach I spoke just now, the one which had arisen from precognition of 
pe Events. (4) Second was the one which we received from the 
nitude of the benefits which we get from temperateness of climate. 
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* Stoic doctrine, since to this day no one fitting their account of the 


_ the claim that the second premise of Zeno’s argument had the force ‘One: 


* the argument will also, by means of a conclusion which follows from 


be 


` too, just as if atoms ever existed they exist now too (for such bodies 
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the earth’s fertility, and the vast array of other advantages. (5) Third was 
the one which had men’s minds terrified by lightning, storms, [etc.] . . J 
Through their terror of these, men have suspected the existence of some! 
divine celestial force. (6) The fourth and chief cause was the regularity o 

the motion, the revolution of the heavens, and the individuality 

usefulness, beauty and order of the sun, the moon, and all the stars. The: 
mere sight of these things, he said, was proof enough that they are not 
products of accident. Just as, 1f someone enters a house, a gymnasium oral 
forum, when he sees the controlled methodical pattern of all that goes on: 
he cannot think that these things happen without cause, but understands 
that there is someone in charge who is obeyed, much more must he, in 
the case of these great motions and phases and of the orderings of 
so numerous and immense, none of which has ever been reported 
otherwise by a tradition of measureless antiquity, conclude that it is by: 
some mind that these great motions of nature are controlled. 














D Sextus Empiricus, Against the professors 9.1336 


(1) Zeno also argued like this. One might reasonably honour the gods 
<One might not reasonably honour those who do not exist.> 
Therefore gods exist. (2) Some, in parody of this argument, say: ‘One 
might reasonably honour the wise. One might not reasonably hono 
those who do not exist. Therefore wise men exist.’ This was contrary to 


man has turned up. (3) Diogenes of Babylon countered this parody wii 


might not reasonably honour those whose nature it is not to exist’. Fo 
when it is taken in this sense, it is evident that it is che gods’ nature to exist 
in which case they do eo ipso exist. For if they once existed they exist no 


indestructible and ungenerated according to their conception). Hen 


premises, secure the deduction. Of the wise, on the other hand, it is n 
the case that since it is their nature to exist they do eo ipso exist. (4) Oth 
say that Zeno’s first premise, ‘One might reasonably honour the gods’, 
ambiguous. For one meaning is ‘One might reasonably honour the gods 
the other *. . . hold in honour . . .” It is the former which is used as 
premise, and that is false when applied to the wise. 


-E Cicero, On the nature of the gods 2.16 (SVF 2.1012, part) 





(t) For if, says Chrysippus, there is something in nature which 
mind, reason, strength and power cannot make, that which makes 
must be better than man. But the things in the heavens and all th 
whose regularity is everlasting cannot be created by man. Therefore 
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by which these are created is better than man. But what more suitable 
name for this is there than ‘gad’? (2) Indeed, if che gods do not exist, what 
can there be in nature better than man, seeing that he alone possesses that 
highest possible mark of distinction, reason? Bue that there should bea 
man who believes there to be nothing in the whole world better than 
himself is crazy arrogance. Therefore there is something better. 
Therefore god really does exist. 
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F Sextus Empiricus, Against the professors 9.104, 108-9 a 


(1) Again, Zeno says: ‘The rational is superior to the non-rational. But 
nothing is superior to the world. Therefore the world is rational. And 
similarly with “intelligent” and “participating in animation”. For the 
intelligent is superior to the non-intelligent, and the animate to the non- 
animate. But nothing is superior to the world. Therefore the world is 
intelligent and animate.’ . . . (2) But Alexinus parodied Zeno as follows. 
The poetical is superior to the non-poetical, the grammatical to the non- 
grammatical, and the skilled to the non-skilled in the other crafts, But 
nothing is superior to the world. Therefore the world is poetical and 
grammatical. (3) The Stoics counter this parody by saying that Zeno’s 
premise refers to the absolutely superior, i.e. the rational to the non- 
tational, the intelligent to the non-intelligent, and the animate to the 
tmon-animate, whereas Alexinus’ does not: for the superiority of che 
poetical to the non-poetical and the grammatical to the non-grammat- 
cal is not absolute. Hence a great difference can be seen in the arguments. 
Take Archilochus, who is poetical but not superior to the non-poetical 
Socrates, and Aristarchus, who is grammatical but not superior to the 
Ron-grammatical Plato. 


G Cicero, On the nature of the gods 2.22 


(} Zeno also argued as follows: ‘Nothing lacking sensation can have a 
xnnent part. But the world has sentient parts. Therefore the world does 
Bot lack sensation.’ (2) He then proceeds to a tighter argument: ‘Nothing 
without a share in mind and reason can give birth to one who is animate 
and tational. But the world gives birth to those who are animate and 
fanonal. Therefore the world is animate and rational.” (3) He also, as 

» argued by analogy, as follows: ‘If from an olive tree there grew 
m playing in tune, you would surely nor doubt that there was in the 
penned Knowledge of flute-playing. Or if plane trees bore lyres 
oo § in rhythm, no doubt you would also suppose that there was 

musicianship in the plane trees. Why then should the world not be 


ape and wise, when it engenders the animate and the wise 
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H Cicero, On the nature of the gods 2.37—9 


(1) For nor is there anything else besides the world which has nothing 
missing, and which is equipped from every point of view, perfect, and 
complete in all its measures and parts. As Chrysippus cleverly put it, just 
as the shield-cover was made for the sake of the shield and the sheath for 
the sake of the sword, so too with the exception of the world everything 
else was made for the sake of other things: for example, the crops and 
fruits which the earth brings forth were made for the sake of animals, and 
the animals which it brings forth were made for the sake of men (the 
horse for transport, the ox for ploughing, the dog for hunting and 
guarding). Man himself has come to be in order to contemplate and 
imitate the world, being by no means perfect, but a tiny constituent of 
that which is perfect. But the world, since it embraces everything and 
there is nothing which is not included in it, is perfect from every point of 
view. (2) How then can it lack that which is best? Buc nothing is better 
than intellect and reason. Therefore the world cannot lack these. (3J 
Therefore Chrysippus did well to prove by appeal to analogies that all 
things are better in perfect and mature specimens — for instance, in horse 
than in foal, in dog than in pup, in man than in child. Likewise, he argued, 
that which is che bese thing in the whole world should be found in 
something which is perfect and complete. But nothing is more perfed 
than the world, and nothing better than virtue. Therefore virtue i 
intrinsic to the world. (4) Indeed, man’s nature is not perfect, yet virtues 
achieved in man, Then how much more easily in the world! Therefore 
there is virtue in the world. Therefore the world is wise, and hence is gods 














I Cleanthes, Hymn to Zeus (SVF 1.537) 


{1) Most majestic of immortals, many-ttled, ever oivndpotent Zew 
prime mover of nature, who with your law steer all things, hail to yow 
For it is proper for any mortal to address you: we are your offspring, 
alone ofall mortal creatures which are alive and tread the earth we beat 
likeness to god. Therefore I shail hymn you and sing for ever of yot 
might. (2) All this cosmos, as it spins around the earth, obeys 
whichever way you lead, and willingly submits to your sway. Such is ti” 
double-edged fiery ever-living thunderbolt which you hold at the reag 
in your unvanquished hands. For under its strokes all the works of nat 
are accomplished. With it you direct the universal reason which ram 
through all things and intermingles with the lights of heaven both gra 
andsmail. ... (3) No deed is done on earth, god, without your offices, 2 
in the divine ethereal vault of heaven, nor at sea, save what bad men da! 
their folly. But you know how to make things crooked straight and 
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order things disorderly. You love things unloved. For you have so 
welded into one all things good and bad that they all share in a single 
everlasting reason. Ít is shunned and neglected by the bad among mortal 
men, the wretched, who ever yearn for the possession of goods yet 
neither see nor hear god’s universal law, by obeying which they could 
lead a good life in partnership with intelligence. Instead, devoid of 
intelligence, they rush into this evil or that, some in their belligerent 
quest for fame, others with an unbridled bent for acquisition, others for 
leisure and the pleasurable acts of the body ... <But all that they achieve 
is evils,> despite travelling hither and thither in burning quest of the 
opposite. (4) Bountiful Zeus of the dark clouds and gleaming thunder- 
bolt, protect mankind from its pitiful incompetence. Scatter this from 
our soul, Father. Let us achieve the power of judgement by trusting in 
which you steer all things with justice, so that by winning honour we 
may repay you with honour, for ever singing of your works, as it befits 
mortals to do. For neither men nor gods have any greater privilege than 
this: to sing for ever in righteousness of the universal law. 


J Cicero, On the nature of the gods 2.75—6 


[The Stoic spokesman Balbus] (1) 1 therefore assert that it is by the 
providence of the gods that the world and all its parts were first 
compounded and have been governed for all time. The defence of that 
thesis is usually divided into three parts by our school. (2) The first part 
derives from the reasoning which proves that the gods exist: once this is 
granted, it has to be conceded that the world is governed by their 
-@ounsels. (3) Second is the part which proves that all things are under the 
control of a sentient nature, and that nature’s works are all of the utmost 
beauty: once this is established, it follows that they are generated from 
animate origins. (4) Third comes the topic which derives from our awe at 
things in the heaven and on earth. 

(5) First, therefore, either it must be denied that the gods exist, as 
Democritus in effect does by introducing his ‘likenesses’ and Epicurus his 
Smages’, or, if it is granted that the gods exist, it must be admitted that 
a do something, indeed something distinguished. But there is nothing 
More distinguished than governing the world. Therefore the world is 
ed by the gods’ counsels. 








Plutarch, On common conceptions 1075E (SVF 2.1126) 


ver they themselves [the Stoics] are unceasingly busy crying woe 

st Epicurus for ruining the preconception of the gods by abolishing 

ce. For, they say, god is preconceived and thought of not only as 
and blessed but also as benevolent, caring and beneficent. 
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L Cicero, On the nature of the gods 2.88 


(The Stoic spokesman Balbus] Suppose someone were to bring ta 
Scythia or Britain the armuillary sphere recently built by our friend 
Posidonius, which revolution by revolution brings about in the sun, the 
moon and the five planets effects identical to those brought about day by 
day and night by night in the heavens. Who in those foreign lands would 
doubt that that sphere was a product of reason? And yet these peopla 
hesitate as to whether the world, from which all things come into being? 
is itself the product of some kind of accident or necessity or of a divine 
mind’s reason. And they rate Archimedes’ achievement in imitating the 
revolutions of the heavenly sphere higher than nature’s in creating them 
— and that when the original is a vastly more brilliant creation than the 


copy. ede, © Sk Š w ie 


M Cicero, On the nature of the gods 2.93 ee 

(The Stoic spokesman Balbus] Does it not deserve amazement on my; 
part that there should be anyone who can persuade himself that certain 
solid and indivisible bodies travel through the force of their own weight 
and that by an accidental combination of those bodies a world of the 
utmost splendour and beauty is created? I do not see why the person who 
supposes this can happen does not also believe it possible that if countless 
exemplars of the twenty-one letters, in gold or any other material’ you 
like, were thrown into a container then shaken out onto the ground, th 
might form a readable copy of the Annals of Ennius. I'm not sure thag 
luck could manage this even to the extent of a single line! 


N Cicero, On the nature of the gods 2.133 












[The Stoic spokesman Balbus] Suppose someone asks for whose sake th 
vast edifice has been constructed. For the trees and plants, whi 
although not sentient are sustained by nature? No, that is absurd. For 
animals? No, it is no more plausible that the gods should have done 
this work for the sake of dumb ignorant animals. Then for whose 
will anyone say that the world was created? Presumably for th 
animate creatures which use reason: that is, for gods and men. Nothing 
better than them, for reason is the supreme gift. Thus it becomes credibil 
that it was for the sake of gods and men that the world and everything 
it was made. 


O Plutarch, On Stoic self-contradictions 1044D (SVF 2.1163) 


In On nature book 5 he [Chrysippus] says that bed-bugs are useful 
waking us, that mice encourage us not to be untidy, and that it is only% 
be expected that nature should love beauty and delight in variety- 
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then adds, in these very words, ‘The best evidence of this would be 
supplied by the peacock’s tail. For it shows that in this case the animal has 
been created for the sake of the tail, and not vice versa. That is how the 
peacock came to be created, with the peahen as concomitant.” 


P Porphyry, On abstinence 3.20.1, 3 (SVF 2.1152, part) 


{1) It was certainly a persuasive idea of Chrysippus’ that the gods made us 
for our own and each other’s sakes, and animals for our sake: horses to 
help us in war, dogs in hunting, and leopards, bears and lions to give us 
practice in courage. As for the pig, that most appetizing of delicacies, it 
was created for no other purpose chan slaughter, and god, in furnishing 
our cuisine, mixed soul in with its flesh like salt. . . . (2) Now let anyone 
who finds this at all persuasive, and fitting for god, consider how he is 
going to reply to the following argument of Carneades. ‘Every product 
of nature, when it achieves the natural end for which it was born, is 
benefited. (‘Benefit’ here is to be understood in its broader sense, which 
these people call ‘advantage’ [for the narrower sense, see 60G 1)). But the 
pig has been born for the natural end of being slaughtered and eaten. 
When this happens to it, it achieves its natural end, and is benefited.’ 


Q Gellius 7.1.1-13 (SVF 2.1169-70) 


(1) Those who disbelieve that the world was created for the sake of god 
and man, and that human affairs are governed by providence, think that 
they are using a weighty argument when they say chat if there were 
providence, there would be no evils. For nothing, they say, is less 
compatible with providence than that in the world which it is alleged to 
have made for men there should be such a host of troubles and evils. 
Chrysippus’ reply to this, when arguing the point in his On providence 
book 4, is as follows: ‘There is absolutely nothing more foolish than those 
who think thac there could have been goods without the coexistence of 
evils. For since goods are opposite to evils, the two must necessarily exist 
m opposition to each other and supported by a kind of opposed 
mterdependence. And there is no such opposite without its matching 
Opposite. For how could there be perception of justice if there were no 
Myusoces? Whar else is justice, if not the removal of injustice? Likewise, 

l what appreciation of courage could there be except through the contrast 
_ With cowardice? Of moderation, ifnot from immoderation? How, again, 
i Could there be prudence if there were not imprudence apposed to it? 
i Why do the fools not similarly wish that there were truth without there 
i falsity? For goods and evils, fortune and misfortune, pain and 
Te, exist in just the same way: they are tied ta each other in polar 
: Opposition, as Plato said. Remove one, and you remove the other. (2) 
Ppus also, in the same book, takes seriously and tackles the 
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question ‘whether human illnesses come about in accordance with 
nature’ — that is, whether nature herself or providence, who created the 
structure of our world and the human race, also created the illnesses, 
infirmities and diseases of the body which men suffer from. In his 
judgement it was not nature's principal intention to make men liable to 
disease: that would never have been fitting for nature, the creator and 
mother of all good things. But, he adds, while she was bringing about 
many great works and perfecting their fitness and utility, many 
disadvantageous things accrued as inseparable from her actual products, 
These, he says, were created in accordance with nature, but through 
certain necessary ‘concamitances’ (which he calls kata parakolouthesin), 
Just as, he says, when nature was creating men’s bodies, it was required 
for the enhancement of our rationality and for the very utility of the 
product that she should construct the head of very thin and tiny portions 
of bone, but this utility in the principal enterprise had as a further, 
extraneous consequence the inconvenience that the head became thinly 
protected and fragile to small blows and knocks — so too, illnesses and 
diseases were created while healch was being created. (3) Likewise, he 
says, while through nature’s plan virtue was being created for men, at the 
same time vices were bom, thanks to their relationship of oppositeness. 


R Lactantius, On the anger of God 13.9-10 (SVF 2.1172) 


But the Academics, when arguing against the Stoics, often ask why, if 
god made everything for the sake of man, many things are also found in 
the sea and on land which oppose, attack and plague us. The Stoics; 
failing to discern the truth, reply most clumsily that among plants and 
animals there are many whose usefulness has up to now gone unnoticed; 
but that this will be discovered in the course of time, just as numerous 
things unknown in earlier centuries have been discovered by necessity: 
and use. 


S Plutarch, On Stoic self-contradictions 10518B—c (SVF 2.1178, part) 


(1) Despite having often written on the theme that the world is 
altogether blameless and above reproach because everything is accom 
plished in accordance with the best possible nature, (2) elsewhere a 
[Chrysippus] does concede certain blameworthy cases of negligence, i 
matters which are by no means minor or unimportant. For in On 
substance book 3 he mentions that such things do befall ‘good : 
honourable men, and asks ‘Is it because some things are neglected, just’ 
in larger houses the odd husk and a little wheat go astray even au 





overall housekeeping is good? Orisit because the sort of matters in wht 
real blameworthy cases of negligence occur have evil spits 
attendance?’ (3) He says that there is also a considerable involvement 


necessity. 
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T Plutarch, On Stoic self-contradictions 1030C—D (SVF 2.937, part} 


Chrysippus grants an unrestricted licence for vice when he treats it as not 
only the product of necessity or in accordance with fate, but also as in 
accordance with god's reason and with the best nature. This is also 
evident in his actual words: ‘For since universal nature reaches 
everywhere, it must be the case thac however anything happens in the 
whole and in any of its parts it happens in accordance with universal 
nature and its reasons in unhindered sequence, because neither is there 
anything which could interfere with its government from outside, nor is 
there any way for any of the parts to enter any process or state except in 
accordance with universal nature.’ What are these states and processes of 
the parts? Clearly the states are vices, diseases, lusts for money, pleasure 
and fame, and cases of cowardice and injustice, while che processes are 
acts of adultery, theft, betrayal, murder and parricide. In Chrysippus’ 
view no instance of these, small or great, is contrary to the reason, law, 
justice and providence of Zeus. ata z 


4a 
U Calcidius 204 (SVF 2.933) i jo Tin bp. Auh 
“() Thus some believe it to be an assumption that there is a difference 
between providence and fate, the reality being that they are one. For 
providence will be god’s will, and furthermore his will is the series of 
causes. In virtue of being his will it is providence. In virtue of also being 
the series of causes it gets the additional name ‘fate’. Consequently 
everything in accordance with fate is also the product of providence, and 
likewise everything in accordance with providence is the product of fate. 
, That is Chrysippus’ view. (2) But others, like Cleanthes, while holding 


the dictates of providence to come about also by fate, allow things which 
come about by fate not to be the product of providence. 








BS The place of god in Stoic cosmology, psychology and ethics is treated in 44, 46, 
52-3, 57, and 63. The topic of the presenc section is the arguments for the 
@mstence and providence of god. 

The Stoics’ god is, first, an immanent, providential, rational, active principle 
buing al] matter (see 44; 46), sometimes identified with nature or with fate (B; 
cÈ $5); second, the whole world, or its constituent elemental masses (B; cf. F- 
H); and third, the traditional gods of the Greek pantheon, interpreted 
rically as symbolizing the Stoic immanent deity in these various aspects 
A). This is the theology which texts C-U defend. Their vacillation between 
@mgular ‘god’ and plural ‘the gods’ may to some extent reflect the deity’s 
multiplicity of guises, but is probably to a larger extent indiscriminate, as often 
m Greek usage. 
l Some distinctive contributions of individual Stoics can be noted. Zeno’s 
mogical syllagisms in D, F and G show more flair than philosophical 
line. Some were parodied (parabol is the technical term) by opponents like | 
Contemporary diaiectician Alexinus, and it was left to loyal later Stoics like j 


331 








Stoic physics 


Diogenes of Babylon to salvage their respectability. That in D has reminded 
some of St Anselm’s Ontological Argument. 

Cleanthes has the reputation of being the most religious of the Stoics. While C 
and 47C reflect his contribution to rational theology, his celebrated Hymn to 
Zeus (I) conveys the depth and power of his religious sentiments, presenting in 
the traditional clothing of the Greek hymn a god who is at once the Zeus of 
popular religion, the ordering fire-god of Heraclitus, and the Stoic providential 
deity. For example, Zeus’ traditional weapon the thunderbolt, popularly 4 
symbol of divine wrath, stands instead for the creative and beneficent force of 
fire in the world (12; cf. 46). 

Finally, Chrysippus emerges in B, E, H and O-U as the most aido 
defender of Stoic theology, particularly its doctrine of providence, which had 
probably come under Academic attack (cf. R), and continued to do so (P 2}. 


The arguments themselves can be read in the following sequence. First, defence 
of the existence of god (C-H; 47C; 53X). This is regularly equated with proving 
the world to be a rational animal (for the related notion of the world’s perfection 
in H, cf. 29D). 

Second, arguments for god’s providence, by appeal to preconception (K; cf. 
C and 40 commentary, and contrast Epicurus at 23B, C, E2-6) and, more 
especially, to the extremely seductive evidence of teleology: J-P. These 
arguments are not kept altogether distinct from the first group (cf. J 2), because 
the much-repeated Argument from Design serves both ends. The universal, 
hierarchical teleology is more reminiscent of Plato than of Aristotle, who as a. 
rule restricts the end served to that of the individual plant or animal. But the 
Stoic premise borrowed by Carneades at P 2 (standard Academic methodology, 
see 68 commentary) shows that they did try to incorporate an element of, 
Aristotelian teleology as well. Carneades neatly exposes the contradiction into’ 
which this appears to lead them. 

Third, theodicy: Q-U. Six types of explanation of cosmic evil are 
contemplated. 

(a) The somewhat Heraclitean principle of opposition outlined in Q 1 and F 
cf. also I 3 and 61R. It seems to combine an epistemological thesis, that opposites 
are only intelligible in relation to each other, with the ontological thesis 
borrowed with acknowledgement from Plato, Phaedo 60, that opposi 
necessarily come into being out of each other. (Chrysippus may imply at Q 
that this type of explanation is a special case of type (d), on which see below. 

(b) Blessings in disguise: R. Cf. the bed-bugs, mice, leopards etc. of O andP 

(c) Individual wickedness, or undeserved suffering, for the overall good: I 
T; S8f. 

(d) Necessary ‘concomitants’ of purposive working: Q2, $3; cf. O on 
peahen. This is a direct legacy of Plato’s Timaeus: cf. Tim. 75 for the original 
Q2’s example, the necessary fragility of the human head. al 

(e) Oversights: § 2. 7 

(£) Evil spirits: S2. But both (e) and (f) appear to be casual suggesting 
probably never wholeheartedly incorporated into Stoic theology, with w 
they are scarcely compatible. 
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With regard to (c), and perhaps (d), Cleanthes’ view, rejected by Chrysippus 
(ef. Q2, T, U 1), is that god and providence can be absolved from direct 
responsibility, perhaps on the ground that they do not actually want the defects 
to occur, even though their plans make them inevitable: I3, U 2. 

For the development by later Stoics of the providence doctrine into a central 
feature of their ethics, cf. Seneca, On providence, Epictetus, Discourses 1.6 
(including 63E). Sige o ee 
The material in this section should be compared with Epicurus’ arguments 
against teleology (13) and against a providential deity (23), and with Carneades’ 
anti-theological arguments (70C-E; cf. P2). 


55 Causation and fate 
A Stobaeus 1.138,14-139.4 (SVF 1.89 and 2.336) FDS —>+ FLL 


(1) Zeno says that a cause is ‘that because of which’, while that of which it 
is the cause is an attribute; and that the cause is a body, while that of which 
it is a cause is a predicate. (2) He says that it is impossible that the cause be 
present yet that of which it is the cause not belong. (3) This thesis has the 
following force. A cause is that because of which something occurs, as, 
for example, it is because of prudence that being prudent occurs, because 
of soul that being alive occurs, and because of temperance that being 
temperate occurs. For it is impossible, when someone possesses temper- 
ance, for him not to be temperate, or, when he possesses soul, for him not 
to be alive, or, when he possesses prudence, for him not to be prudent. (4) 
Chrysippus says that a cause is ‘that because of which’; and that the cause 
Ban existent and a body, <while that of which it is the cause is neither an 
existent nor a body> ; and that the cause is ‘because’, while that of which 
it is the cause is ‘why?’ (5) He says that an explanation [aitia] is the 
statement ofa cause [aition], or statement concerning the cause qua cause. 








B Sextus Empiricus, Against the professors 9.211 (SVF 2.341) 


c Clement, Miscellanies 8.9.26.3—-4 


becoming, and being cut- that of which the cause is a cause — since 
id are activities, are incorporeal. It can be said, to make the same point, 


Cleanthes a auses of predicates, or, as some say, of sayables [lekta] — for 


ind ‘Archedemus call predicates ‘sayables’. Or elt, and 
Y. that some are causes o predicates, for example of ‘is cut’, 
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whose case fie. substantival form] is ‘being cut’, but others of 
propositions, for example of ‘a ship is built’, whose case this time is ‘a 
ship’s being built’. 


D Clement, Miscellanies 8.9.30.1-3 (SVF 2.349) 





(1) Causes are not of each other, but there are causes to each other. For 
pre-existing condition of the spleen is the cause, not of fever, but of the 
fever’s coming about; and the pre-existing fever is the cause, not of the 
spleen, but of its condition’s being intensified. (2) In the same way, the! 
virtues are causes to each other of noc being separated, owing to their, 
inter-entailment, and the stones in the vault are causes to each other of the: 
predicate ‘remaining’, but they are not causes of each other. And the! 
teacher and the pupil are causes to each other of the predicate ‘making’ 
progress’. (3) Things are said to be causes to each other sometimes of the: 
same effects, as the merchant and the retailer are causes to each other of; 
making a profit; but sometimes of different effects, as in the case of the; 
knife and the flesh; for the knife is the cause to the flesh of being cut, while 
the flesh is the cause to the knife of cutting. 


E Seneca, Letters 65.2 oan ; 


` Our Stoic philosophers, as you know, say that there are two things i in 
nature from which everything is produced — cause and matter. Matt 
lies inert, an entity ready for anything but destined to lie idle if no om 
moves it. Cause, on the other hand, being the same as reason, sha 
matter and directs it wherever it wants, and from matter produces i 
manifold creations. Hence a thing must be made from something, and 
something. The latter is its cause, the former its matter. 















F Galen, On sustaining causes 1.1-2.4 


(1) The first philosophers of my acquaintance to speak of a sustaining 
cause were the Stoics. Their view is that from the four elements 
produced those bodies that Aristotle calls homogeneous and that 
described by Plato as ‘the first to be generated’, while all other bodies 
simply compounds of these. Of the elements themselves, same they 
material and some active and dynamic. They maintain that the mate 
elements are held together by those that are dynamic, fire and air bet 
dynamic and active in their view, while earth and water are materi 
They say that in compounds the dynamic elements pervade the ma! 
through and through, thatis to say, air and fire penetrate water and 
Air is cold and fire is hot. The natural effect of air is to consolidate am 
thicken a substance, whereas fire naturally causes expansion, 100s 
and widening. The two active elements have fine parts and the other 
thick parts. All the substance with fine parts the Stoics call breath, 
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they think that the function of this breath is to sustain natural and animal 
bodies. By natural bodies I mean those that are produced by nature and 
not by human skill, like copper, stones, gold, wood and those parts of the 
animal body that are called the primary and homogeneous parts, that is, 
nerves, arteries, veins, cartilages, bones and everything else of the same 
sort. Men join bits of wood together with glue, nails, pegs, clay, gypsum 
ind lime. Similarly nature is found connecting all the parts of the body so 
as to form a united whole by means of cartilages, ligaments and tendons. 
If you like, you can call the parts of the body that produce this union in 
the simple members sustaining causes of the compounds, and the same 
term can be applied to clay, gypsum, lime and the other things that serve 
the same purpose in externals which are connected by the skill of man and 
not by nature. It is not these, however, but rather the material substance 
with fine parts, that the Stoics call the containing cause of existing chings. 
(2) As for Athenaeus of Attaleia, he founded the medical school known as 
the Pneumatists [from pneuma = ‘breath’]. It suits his doctrine to speak of 
a sustaining cause in illness, since he bases himself upon the Stoics, and he 
was a pupil and disciple of Posidonius. But it does not suit the theories of 
those other doctors who hold different doctrines to look for a sustaining 
cause in every illness, nor to try to find it in the natural homogeneous 
bodies. And they cannot say, as Athenaeus did, that there are three 
primary and most universal types of cause. (3) Athenaeus’ three types are 
as follows: first that of the sustaining causes, then that of the antecedent 
causes, while the third type is comprised of the matter of the preliminary 
causes. This last term is applied to externals whose function is to produce 
some change ip the body, whatever this change may be. If what ts thus 
produced in the body belongs to the class of what causes disease, then, 
while it has not yet actually given rise to the disease, it is known as an 
antecedent cause. Alterations are produced in the natural breath by these 
Causes and also by those which are external, leading to moisture, dryness, 

tor cold, and these are what he calls the sustaining causes of diseases. 
For the breath pervades the homogeneous bodies and changes them 
along with itself. Often, he says, the sustaining cause is produced directly 

m the preliminary cause without an intermediary, though sometimes 
$t comes through the medium of the antecedent cause. 


G Aetius 1.11.5 (SVF 2.340) 


[The Stoics call all causes corporeal, because they are portions of breath. 
a Galen, Synopsis of the books on pulses 9.458,8-14 (SVF 2.356) 

ever, it is above all necessary to remember how we said we were 
8 of the “sustaining cause’ — not in its strict sense, but using the 
ve loosely. For no one before the Stoics either spoke of or 
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admitted the existence of the ‘sustaining cause’ in the strict sense. And 
what have even before our time been spoken of as ‘sustaining’ have been 
causes of something’s coming abour, not of existence. 
I Clement 8.9.33.1-9 (SVF 2.351) ae ; 
(1) When ‘preliminary’ [prokatarktika] causes are removed the effi 

eee (2) whereas a ‘sustaining’ [sunektikon] cause is one during who 

parsa the effect remains and on whose removal the effect is removed: 
|The sustaining cause is called synonymously the ‘complete’ [autoteles} 
cause, since it is self-sufficiently productive of the effect. (3) If this cause ir 
indicative of a complete activity, the ‘auxiliary’ [sunergon] cause signifies 
assistance, and service alongside another. Hence ifno result is produced it 
will not even be called auxiliary, but if one is produced it does become a 
cause of what is actually being produced, that is, of what is coming about 
through it. So an auxiliary cause is one which was present while its effect 
was coming about. When it is pre-evidently present its effect is p 

evident, whereas when it is non-evidently present its effect is non 
evident. (4) The ‘joint-cause’ [sunaition} is another member of the genus: 
of causes (in the way that the joint-soldier is a soldier and the joint-train 

a trainee). Whereas the auxiliary cause aids the sustaining cause, so as ta 
intensify what comes about through the latter, the joint-cause does no 
fie no to the same conception, since a joint-cause can exist even if; 











there is no sustaining cause. For the joint-cause is conceived jointly wi 

other which is itself likewise incapable of independently producing th 
teffect, since it is jointly that they are causes, (s) The difference betw 
ithe j joine-cause and che auxiliary cause lies in the fact that the joint-ca 
produces the effect along with another cause which is not independen 
producing it, whereas the auxiliary cause, in creating the effect 
independently but by accruing to another, is acting as auxiliary to 
very cause which is independently creating the effect, so that the effi 
suitor It is above all an auxiliary cause’s having grown out. 
[preliminary cause that establishes that it is intensifying the force of 
‘cause. 














J Actius 1.28.4 (SVE 2.917) ey eR CAE” 
The Stoics [describe fate as} a sequence of causes, that is, an inescapabll 
ordering and interconnexion. a ie ee 

K Gellius 7.2.3 (SVF 2.1000, part) os 
In On providence book 4, Chrysippus says that fate is a certain everl 
ordering of the whole: one set of things follows on and succeeds ano 
and the interconnexion ts inviolable. 
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L Cicero, On divination 1.125-6 (SVF 2.921) 


[Speaker: Quintus Cicero in defence of Stoic theory of divination] (1) By 
‘face’, [mean what the Greeks call heimarmene — an ordering and sequence 
of causes, since it is the connexion of cause to cause which out of itself 
produces anything. (2) It is everlasting truth, flowing from all eternity. 
Consequently nothing has happened which was not going to be, and 
likewise nothing is going to be of which nature does not contain causes 
working to bring that very thing about. (3) This makes it intelligible thar 
fate should be, not the ‘fate’ of superstition, but that of physics, an 


everlasting cause of things — why past things happened, why present 
things are now happening, and why future things will be. 

















M Stobaeus 1.79,1-12 (SVF 2.913, part) 


(1) Chrysippus calls the substance of fate a power of breath, carrying out 
the orderly government of the all. That is in On the world book 2. (2} But 
in On seasons book 2, in On fate, and here and there in other works, he 
expresses a variety of views: ‘Fate is the rationale of the world’, or ‘the 
rationale of providence’s acts of government in the world’, or ‘the 
fationale in accordance with which past events have happened, present 
events are happening, and future events will happen’. (3) And as 
substitute for ‘rationale’ he uses ‘truth’, ‘explanation’, ‘nature’, ‘necess- 
ity’, and further terms, taking these to apply to the same substance from 


different points of view. © te eee 


N Alexander, On fate 191,30-192,28 (SVF 2.945) 


(1) They [the Stoics] say chat since the world is a unity which includes all 
existing things in itself and is governed by a living, rational, intelligent 
Bature, the government of existing things which it possesses is an 
everlasting one proceeding in a sequence and ordering. The things which 
bappen first become causes to those which happen after them. In this way 
all things are bound together, and neither does anyching happen in the 
World such that something else does not unconditionally follow from it 
god become causally attached to it, nor can any of the iater events be 
Poon from the preceding events so as not to follow from one of them as 
bound fase to it; but from everything that happens something else 
ws, with a necessary causal dependence on it, and everything that 

has something prior to it with which it causally coheres, (2) For 


"hi g in the world exists or happens causelessiy, because none of the 
= is independent of, and insulated from, everything that has 
no Io 





before. For the worid would be wrenched apart and divided, 
nger remain a unity, for ever governed in accordance with a 
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single ordering and management, if an uncaused process were intro: 
duced, And an uncaused motion would be introduced, were everything 
that exists or happens not to have some preceding causes from which ii 
necessarily follows. For something to happen causelessly is, chey say, 
both similar to and as impossible as something’s coming to be out of w 

is not. Being of this kind, the government of the all goes on from infini 
to infinity selfevidenely and unceasingly. (3) In setting out the differen 
which exists among causes they list a swarm of causes — prelimi 
causes, joint-causes, . . . sustaining causes, ‘and others (we need nol 
prolong our account by including all the ones they name, we need onl 5 
indicate the intention underlying their fate doctrine); but, given thi 
plurality of causes, they say that it is equally true with regard to all of 
them that it is impossible, where all the same circumstances obtain with 
respect to the cause and that to which it is cause, that a result which does 
not ensue on one occasion should ensue on another. For if ra 





there would be an uncaused motion. (4) They say that the very fa 
nature and rationale in accordance with which the all is governed is g 
It is present in all chings which exist and happen, and in this way uses the 
proper nature of all existing things for the government of the all. 


O Cicero, On divination 1.127 (SVF 2.944) 


{Speaker: Quintus Cicero in defence of Stoic theory of divination] 
Besides, since ail things happen by fate, as will be shown elsewhere, 1 
there were some human being. who could see with his mind the 
connexion of all causes, he would certainly never be deceived. 
whoever grasps the causes of future things must necessarily grasp all 
wil be. But since no one but god can do this, man must be left to gain 

foreknowledge from vanous signs which announce what is to come. Fo 
things which will be do not spring up spontaneously. The passage of tit 
is like the unwinding of a rope, bringing about nothing new 

«unrolling each stage in its turn. 















{ P Diogenianus (Eusebius, Evangelical preparation 4.3.1; SVF 2.939, 


In the aforementioned book (i.e. Chrysippus, On fate] he offers a 
demonstration, along the following lines. The predictions of t 
soothsayers could not be true, he says, if all things were not embraced 
fate. 


Q Cicero, On fate 7-8 Lk a age Cwt % Gn) 


s (1) Let us retum to Chrysippus’ snares, and reply to him first about 
influence of environment, then pursue the rest later. We see how 
the differences are between che natures of places. Some are healthy, 
disease-ridden. In some the people are phlegmatic to the point 
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overflowing, in others they are utterly dried out. And there are many 
other immense differences between places. At Athens the atmosphere is 
rarefied, resulting in the Attics’ reputedly sharp wits; while at Thebes it is 
heavy, so that the Thebans are stout and tough. (2} Yer neither will that 
‘yarefied atmosphere bring it about whether someone attends Zeno’s 
lectures or those of Arcesilaus or of Theophrastus, nor will the heavy 
atmosphere bring it about that someone competes at the Nemean rather 
than the Isthmian games. . . . (3) Bur [Chrysippus will reply) given that «35 
men’s natures differ, so that some love sweets while others love savouries, 
some are passionate while others are irascible or cruel or arrogant, and 
others shrink from such vices — given, he says, such gulfs berween 
different natures, why should it occasion surprise that these dissimilarities 
are the products of different causes? 


R Plutarch, On Stoic self-contradictions tos6a—c (SVF 2.997, part) 


(1) Anyone who says that Chrysippus did not make fate the complete 
cause_of these things [right and wrong actions], but only their 
preliminary cause, will reveal him once again as in conflict with himself, 
where he extravagantly praises Homer for saying of Zeus ‘Therefore 
accept whatever evil or good he may send to each of you’, . . . and himself 
writes many things in agreement with this, and ends up saying that no, 
wate or process is to the slightest degree other than in accordance with the 
fationale of Zeus, which he says is identical to fate. (2) What is more, the 
preliminary cause is weaker than the complete cause, and is insufficient 
“when dominated by other, countervailing causes; yet he himself declares 
, fave an invincible, unblockable and inflexible cause., . . 


S Cicero, On fate 28-30 Sve. bb ye oe 


(1) Nor will we be blocked by the so called ‘Lazy Argument’ (the argos 
Bogs, as the philosophers entitle it). If we gave in to it, we would do 
poching whatever in life. They pose it as follows: ‘If it is your fate to 
Beeover from this illness, you will recover, regardless of whether or not 
m call the doctor. Likewise, if it is your fate not to recover from this 

you will not recover, regardless of whether or not you call the 
ar. And one or the other is your fate. Therefore it is pointless to call 
doctor." . . . (2) This argument is criticized by Chrysippus. Some 
tin the world are simple, he says, others are complex. ‘Socrates will 
iton such and such a day’ is simple: his day of dying is fixed, regardless 
t he may do ot not do. But ifa fate is of the form ‘Oedipus will be 
to Laius’, ic will not be possible to add ‘regardless of whether or not 
has intercourse with a woman’. For the event is complex and ‘*co- 
«He uses this term because what is fated is both that Laius will have 

arse with his wife and that by her he will beget Oedipus. Likewise. 
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suppose it has been said ‘Milo will wrestle at the Olympic Games.’ lf 
someone replied ‘Will he then wrestle regardless of whether or not he has 
an opponent?’ he would be mistaken. For “He will wrestle’ is complex, 
because there is no wrestling without an opponent. (3) All fallacies of this 
kind, then, are refuted in the same way. ‘You will recover, regardless of 
whether or not you call the doctor’ is fallacious. For it is just as much fated! 
for you to call the doctor as for you to recover. His term for these cases is, 


as [ said, ‘co-fated’. y 


In the fourth century B.c. cause had been closely linked to explanation. Hence, for 
example, both Plato and Aristotle had, as teleologists, felt that one of the best 
ways to state a thing's cause was to say what it was for. The Stoics, on the other 
hand, although equally teleological in outlook (see 54), never speak of final’ 
causes. The word translated ‘cause’, aition, literally means the ‘thing responsible’, 
and for the Scoics a cause is a thing which, by its activity, brings about an effect. 
Under Stoic influence this view of cause became widespread, especially in 
ancient science, although it seems that the Stoics themselves were in general 
most interested in bringing out the implications for moral responsibility: see 62. 
More precisely (A-D, G), a cause is a body, e.g. a scalpel. It is a fundamental 
Scoic tenet that only bodies can act or be acted upon (45, cf. 60S). The scalpel, by 
acting upon another body, flesh, generates an effect, being cut. This effect is not 
another body, but an incorporeal predicate, or ‘sayable’ (on which sce 33). Why 
so? The alternative was presumably to say that thanks to the scalpel one body, 
uncut flesh, ceases to exist and is replaced by a new body, cut flesh. But that. 
would imply that no body persists through the process, so that there is no body in 
which we can say that the change has been brought about. Since the object’ 
changed, must, normally speaking, persist through the change (as the Stoics 
recognized in another context, see 28D, I}, it proved more palatable for them to 
say that the effect is not a new body but the incorporeal predicate ‘is cut’ (or: 
‘being cut’), which comes to be true of the persisting flesh. The predicate should 
perhaps be thought of less as an extra entity that appears on the scene chan as an 
aspect of the cut flesh which we abstract in order to present a proper causal 
analysis. i 
How, then, are we to analyse causal processes which do resuit in the creation 
of new corporeal entities, e.g. shipbuilding? This is presumably the problem: 
which led to the suggestion at the end of C that in such cases the effect is not justa : 
predicate but an entire proposition, ‘a ship is built’ (or ‘a ship's being built’), 
which comes to be true as a result of the shipbuilder’s activity. It would follow; 
that the causal process involves no bodily interaction between shipbuilder and: 
ship, and this seems acceptable if we take it that the ship does not even exist to be ' 
acted upon until che shipbuilding is complete. (There is of course interaction ' 
between the shipbuilder and the timber, but that is a different causal relation 
from the one in question.) 
Now although the interaction of spatially discrete bodies provides the easiest . 
introduction to Stoic causal theory, a far more fundamental causal relation 
operates within any single body between its active and passive aspects OF. 
components (for a sceptical critique of this, cf. 72N). At the most basic level, this 
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js the causal operation of the active principle god, on the passive principle 
matter: E; cf. 44C. At the level of analysis favoured by Stoics from Chrysippus 
on, it is the causal operation of the active ‘breath’, consisting of the elements air 
and fire, on the two inert elements earth and water: F—G; cf. 47. The breath in 
any body is what shapes and characterizes it. As ‘tenor’ breath makes it a unified 
object, as ‘physique’ it makes it an organism, as ‘soul’ ic makes it an animate 
organism (47M-R, with commentary). And soul itself embodies a range of 

arate qualities, such as prudence, which are themselves portions of breath 
(28L-M). In these various guises, breath is the dominant active cause both of 
things’ existence and of their behaviour. The technical term is ‘sustaining’ cause 
(Œ, H, D. 


The doctrine of the sustaining cause seems to be applied in two ways. 


i Primarily (according to H) the sustaining cause is the cause of existence, since an 


object’s persistence as a single enuty depends entirely on the qualifying activity 
of breath (F 1; 47F-G, I; cf. 28M; the ‘soul’ example in A 3 may also come under 
this heading). 

Secondarily, a thing's component breath, viewed as its various qualities, is the 
sustaining cause of the changes which it undergoes. Officially (12) the sustaining 
cause is a sufficient condition of the effect: hence its alternative name, ‘complete’ 
cause. In some cases this can be taken at face value. Indeed, in Zeno's examples at 
Aj, the necessitating relation looks so strong that the cause might almost be 
thought to entail its effect. So long as, say, prudence is present in you, you cannot 
fail to ‘be prudent’ (perhaps meaning ‘behave prudently’). In a medical context 
like the Stoic-influenced work of the doctor Athenaeus (first century 8.C.; see 
F 2-3), the sustaining cause of a disease is the disordered state of the patient's 
‘breath’, and we may take it that the disease lasts precisely for the duration of this 
disordered state, even though this time the causal relation may be further from 
one of simple entailment. 

In other cases the ‘sufficient condition’ gloss on the sustaining cause is, at best, 
imprecise. In 62C (cf. 62D 4) Chrysippus offers the analogy of rolling cylinder. 
The essential cause of its rolling is its cylindrical shape. Bur this is so not because 
being cylindrical is a sufficient condition of rolling, but because given an 


._ €xternal cause, namely a push, the cylindrical shape is sufficient to keep it rolling. 


e a co itl 


It is ultimately the object’s shape which bears the responsibility for its rolling, 
and in virtue of which it rolls ‘through its own torce and nature’. In very much 
the same way, Chrysippus maintains, the ‘complete’ (= ‘sustaining’, see I2) 
€auses of our actions are our moral qualities, and the externally prompted 
impressions, e.g. of a stealable purse or of a damsel in distress, are no more than 


; e initiating, ‘proximate’ causes. For the all-important ethical implications, see 


A true complete/sustaining cause will, given only the initiating assistance of 
proximate causes, sustain its effect as long as it itself lasts (I 2). Of course, the thief 
will not be stealing this purse for the entire time that he is thievish. But so long as 
he remains thievish he will certainly always steal, whenever affected by the 
proximate’ cause of seeing a stealable item. Likewise, if the cylinder is to 
provide an example of a complete cause, and not just (as may be intended) a 
Parnal analogy, its shape should be thought of as the complete cause, not of its 


m 
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rolling on this occasion, an event which its cylindrical shape will outlast, but of 
its rolling-when-pushed throughout its existence. 

62C contrasts complete (and ‘primary’: perhaps not a separate class) causes. 
with ‘auxiliary’ and ‘proximate’ causes. ‘Proximate’ here is probably Cicero's 
rendition, or equivalent, of the Greek word we translate ‘preliminary’ in F 3, 
and R (since ‘complete’ and ‘preliminary’ in R appear to refer precisely to th 
distinction made by Chrysippus in 62C between ‘complete’ and ‘proximate’ 
‘Preliminary’ causes are not defined in our texts, but I r's description of the 
matches 62C well. As for ‘auxiliary’ causes, the reason for their being bracketed 
with these preliminary causes in 62C will be not just that they too are someho 
secondary, but that they and the auxiliary cause will often coincide or overlap 
13-5 explains that they are incensifiers of effects which would occur anywa 
(e.g. fanning a fire?). In that case, a preliminary cause might frequently survive as: 
an auxiliary cause. The sight of a stealable purse may be the preliminary cause of 
the thief’s pursuit of ic, but the continued sight of it can intensify the pursuit. Ad 
single push starts the cylinder rolling, but prolonged pushing will make it roll! 
faster. Indeed, as I 5 observes, the easiest cases of auxiliary causation to recognize 
are those of just this kind. 

What has been emerging is a classification of causes designed to permit ai 
correct apportionment of responsibility among the contributory factors to ay) 
event. Very evidently, the sustaining cause is where the responsibility chiefly | 
rests. Another cause, the ‘joint-cause’ , is explained at I 4-5, and caters for cases! 
where no sustaining cause exists. To adapt an example from 28M, when a choiris 
the cause of our hearing a harmony, there is no sustaining cause in the form of; 
single ‘breath’ characterizing the choir as a unitary entity, only the seve 
qualities of the individual choristers. Each one’s calent is therefore a joint-cause, 
but none a sustaining cause. No one of them is sufficient to produce the sound 
heard, and no one of them can take the credit for it. $: 

Finally, ‘antecedent’ (proegoumenon, Latin antecedens) cause. This is 












pending the triggering preliminary causes, can precede their individual effect 
(Athenaeus’ narrower usage of the term in F 3 need not be standard Stoicism.} 


causes, even where this may threaten to blur the other careful distinctions be 
tween varieties of cause: cf, N 3. It isto the Stoic doctrine of fate that we now 


dace of his own death. These things will happen whether or not we try to aveg 
them. Far from threatening our independence, they provide precisely the prope 
context for autonomous moral choice. 
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At first sight this view of fate, in which outcomes are predetermined but not 
necessarily the routes to them, still plays a part in Chrysippus’ outlook. He seems 
to make the point explicitly as regards the date of someone's death (S$ 2), and is 
said (62A) to have repeated Zeno’s simile of man as a dog tied to a cart who must 
follow whether reluctant or willing, which also implies such a view. 

Somehow, nevertheless, Chrysippus is also committed to a much stronger 
yew, which amounts to determinism. At che beginning of each world cycle a 
causal nexus is providentially planned and initiated, in virtue of which every 
detail of the entire subsequent world process is predetermined: J—Q; cf. 46G; 52. 
This is presented largely asa physical thesis (cf. Q, despite the criticisms at 65M), 
guperseding the old religious idea of fate (L 3). Presumably, then, we must 
geincerpret his acceptance of Zeno’s doctrine of face, according to which certain 
outcomes will ensue regardless of how we act. For Chrysippus this will mean, 
not that alternative actions are genuinely open to us, bur that the outcomes in 
question are determined by causal chains which do not operate through our 
actions at all. When, by contrast, they are determined via our actions, they are 
said to be ‘co-fated’ with our actions: S; 62F. in either case, our actions are 
themselves as predetermined as the outcomes. 

The theoretical details of the causal nexus seem to receive little attention in our 
sources. Since it is the entire conjunction of causes that guarantees subsequent 
effects, the distinctions between kinds of cause which we examined above 
generally get little emphasis in this context (cf. N 3}. Nor are we told the 
metaphysical nature of a causal chain. For example how, if causes are bodies but 
effects are incorporeal, can there ever be a chain of cause and effect? We will have 
to take it that it is not a simple chain A-B-C, where B is the effect of A and the 
cause of C, but that the cause of C is the bady of which the effect B has come to be 
predicable, acting as cause because of the corresponding quality which it now 
possesses. For example, if I strike a match, which in turn sets my house on fire, I 
am the cause to the match of the predicate ‘burning’, and the burning match, a 
body, is then the cause to the house of the same predicate. 

Only in R and 62C are the distinctions between types of cause invoked with 
Tegard to fate. Chrysippus suggested that fate should be seen not as the entire 
causal nexus bur merely as the set of triggering or ‘preliminary’ causes. The 
merit, as he saw it, was that fate would then be absolved from compelling our 
Sons. This prima facie conflicts with the other reports (especially N}, which 
srongly suggest that fate is the entire conjunction of causes. Bur the two views 
(May differ more in emphasis than in substance: see further, 62 commentary. 
The arguments for the existence of fate are three in kind. 

3) Metaphysical. Any gap in the causal nexus ~ something's occurring 

“without cause, or the failure of an identical conjunction of causes to produce an 

M@entical effect each time — would breach some fundamental jaw, perhaps 
*pproximating to the Principle of Sufficient Reason: N 2; 62H. 

(b) Empirical. Both the world's evident organic unity (N 2), and the alleged 

of divination (P, cf. O; 38E; 42C-E), confirm the existence of fate. 

ad aa The causal predetermination of all future events follows from the 

Sik of bivalence: 38G, with commentary. 

ate tn relation to providence, see 54, especially U. 
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56 The division of ethical topics 


A Diogenes Laertius 7.84 (SVF 3.1) 


They [the Stoics] divide the ethical part of philosophy into (i) the topico 
impulse, (ii) that of good and bad things, (iii) that of passions, (iv) : 
virtue, (v) of the end, (vt) of primary value and actions, (vii) of prop 

functions and (viii) encouragements and discouragements. This is how 
Chrysippus divides it, along with Archedemus, Zeno of Tarsus, 
Apollodorus, Diogenes [of Babylon], Antipater and Posidonius. Zeno of 
Citium and Cleanthes treated the subjects less elaborately, as an earlier 
generation would do. But they also made divisions of logic and physics, 


B Seneca, Letters 89.14 


Since, then, philosophy has three parts, let us begin to arrange its moral 
part first of all. For this again a threefold division has been settled on... 
The first deals with your assessment of the value of each thing, the second 
with your adopting a controlled and balanced impulse towards them, 
and the third with the achievement of an agreement between your 
impulse and your action so that you are consistent with yourself in all 
these matters. 


C Epictetus, Discourses 3.2.1—5 


(1) There are three topics in which the would-be honourable and good 
man needs to have been trained. (2) That of desires and aversions, to 
ensure that he succeeds in getting what he desires and does not encounter 
what he seeks to avoid. (3) That of impulses and repulsions, or proper 
function quite generally, to ensure that he acts in ways chat are orderly, 
well reasoned and not thoughtless. (4) The third has to do with 
infallibility and uncarelessness, or acts of assent quite generally. (5) Of 
these [three] the most important and urgent is the one concerned with the 
passions. For a passion only occurs ifa desire is unsuccessful or an aversion 
encounters [what it seeks to avoid]. This is the topic which brings up 
disturbances, confusions, misfortunes, disasters, sorrows, lamentations, 
envies ... through which we are unable even to listen to reason. (6) The 
second has to do with proper function; for I ought not to be impassive 
like a statue, but maintain my natural and acquired relationships, as a 
religious man, as a son, a brother, a father and a citizen. (7) The third topic 
applies to those who are already making progress, and concerns security 
in just these matters mentioned, to ensure that even in dreams or 
intoxication or depression a mental impression should not slip by which 
has not been ‘tested. 


1 
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“Imagine a would-be Stoic man, with a profession and a family. In return for 
rigorous study in all three parts of philosophy (26), combined with intense 
ractice and self-examination, Stoicism offers him a moral character (virtue, 61) 
that guarantees his happiness {the end, 63) in ali times and circumstances. This 
character — a systematically rational outlook — consists in utterly secure 
knowledge of how he should act, in order to base his life on the recognition that 
moral value is the sole differentia of good and bad things (60), and that though it is 
naturally appropriate for him co prefer health, wealth etc. to sickness and 
verty, such conventional desirables/undesirables make no difference to his 
happiness (58). He will realize that he is by nature constituted to act in ways thar, 
generally speaking, aim to promote his material well-being and that of his 
family, friends and country; his rationality and the rational structure of the 
world at large underwrite such ‘proper functions’ (59), which take account of 
the particular circumstances of his life. Buc his ‘naturai impulse’ (57) to perform 
such actions is consistently shaped by his moral outlook, which has taught him 
that he has a pre-ordained role to play in the world, and that his value system 
gives him the means of adapting himself freely and harmoniously to everything 
that externa] contingencies impose (62). The impulses which launch his 
behaviour are determined by the moral propositions to which he assents. 
Because he has securely grasped the fact that goodness is confined to moral 
excellence and badness to the opposite of this, he never assents to the goodness or 
badness of anything else; consequently he is quite :mmune to the passionate 
impulses characteristic of the unenlightened majority, which derive from 
misdescribing and falsely assessing the value of things (65). To help him progress 
towards this end, he receives training in moral rules based upon the doctrines of 
the system (66). It does not require him to give up his family or career or political 
allegiances, since its principal purpose is not to change his circumstances but his 
outlook. It does require him to view che world at large as a quasi-political 
community (67), governed by naturai laws whose morality, rationality and 
divinity are evident in the subordination of all parts of the world, including 
himself, to the good of the whole. i ee oe 


Turning now to the formal division of these topics, we can note that it reflects 
with particular emphasis the Stoic interest in systematic presentation of 
philosophy (sce 26). Chrysippus was the key figure here, as his list of ethical 
works concemed with definitions, divisions etc. indicates (321); the ‘division’ of 
topics in A is there said to have been authorized by him and followed by his 
successors. Actually it appears to be a ‘partition’ ~ a classification of topics — 
tather than a division in the technical sense (32C). The topics it includes do not 
readily lend themselves to an analysis into genus and species. Most of them — {i)- 
(v) and (vii) — corrrespond, though not in just this order, co sections in the 
surviving summaries of Stoic ethics in Cicero, On ends 3, Diogenes Laertius 7, 
and Stobaeus 2. All three of these sources, however, treat ‘indifferents’ (cf. our 
58) as a topic in its own right. Since indifferents are naturally connected with the 
concept of value, we suspect that A's sixth topic, ‘of primary value and actions’, 
should include them; but nowhere else are ‘actions’ singled out asa topic. It is also 
curious that ‘passions’ feature so early in A’s list. Conceivably, they, and some of 
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the other topics, were originally represented as subdivisions of others: for 
instance, passions could be properly located as a subdivision of ‘impulses’ (cf. 
65A 1) and ‘proper functions’ as a subdivision of ‘primary value and actions’, 
The eighth topic, ‘encouragements and discouragements’, naturally comes last, 
as the educational precepts based upon the previous doctrines (cf. 66J). 

In organizing the ethical material ourselves, we have accepted these topics as 
section headings but have adapted the order of A as follows: 57 = (i), 58 = ?(vi), 
59 = (vii), 60 = (ii), 61 = (iv), 63 = (v), 65 = (iii), 66 = (viii). 

Seneca and Epictetus (B, C) specify a threefold division. Though differing 
over details, their accounts are sufficiently similar to indicate an agreed logical 
and educational progression. The first heading, in this system, is concerned with 
the assessment of what it is worthwhile to pursue or avoid; the second with the 
impulses and resulting actions appropriate to this assessment; the third with the 
achievement of consistency and full understanding. Epictetus helpfully observes 
that the third ‘applies to those who are already making progress’ (C 7). This 
threefold arrangement, if articulated in A’s terms, would broadly incorporate 
under the first heading, ‘good and bad things’, ‘passions’ (cf. C 5), ‘primary value 
and actions’; under the second, ‘impulse’, and ‘proper functions’; under the 
third, ‘virtue’, and ‘the end’. 


57 Impulse and appropriateness 
A Diogenes Laertius 7.85—6 (SVF 3.178) 


(1) They (the Stoics] say that an animal has self-preservation as the object 
of its first impulse, since nature from the beginning appropriates it, as 
Chrysippus says in his On ends book 1. (2) The first thing appropriate co 
every animal, he says, is its own constitution and the consciousness of 
this. For nature was not likely either to alienate the animal itself, or to 
make it and then neither alienate it nor appropriate it. So it remains to say 
that in constituting the animal, nature appropriated it to itself. This is 
why the animal rejects what is harmful and accepts what is appropriate. 
(3) They hold ic false to say, as some people do, that pleasure is the object 
of animals’ first impulse. For pleasure, they say, if it does occur, is a by- 
product which arises only when nature ail by itself has searched out and 
adopted the proper requirements for a creature’s constitution, just as 
animals [then] frolic and plants bloom. (4) Nature, they say, is no 
different in regard to plants and animals at the time when it directs 
animals as well as plants without impulse and sensation, and in us certain 
processes of a vegetative kind take place. But since animals have the 
additional faculty of impulse, through the use of which they go in search 
of what is appropriate to them, what is natural for them is to be 
administered in accordance with their impulse. (5) And since reason, by 
way of a more perfect management, has been bestowed on rational 
beings, to live correctly in accordance with reason comes to be natural 


for them. For reason supervenes as the craftsman of impulse [continued at 
63C] 
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B Seneca, Letters 121.6-15. (with omissions) 


(1) No one sets his limbs in motion with difficulty, no one is hesitant in 
the activation of himself. Animals do this as soon as they are born. They 
begin life with this knowledge . . . (2) So little does fear of pain compel 
them to [move their parts appropriately] that they strive for their natural 
motion even against the pressure of pain. A baby who is set on standing 
up and is getting used to supporting himself, as soon as he begins to try his 
strength, falls down and with tears keeps getting up again until he has 
trained himself through pain to do what nature demands... A tortoise on 
its back feels no pain, but desire for its natural state makes it restless, and it 
does not stop struggling and shaking itself until it stands on its feet. So all 
animals are conscious of their own constitution, and this explains such 
easy handling of their limbs . . . (3) Each period of life has its own 
constitution, one for the baby, and another for the boy, < another for the 
youth, > and another for the old man. They are all related appropriately 
to that constitution in which they exist. 


C Hierocles 1.34-9, §1-7, 2.1-9 


(1) It seems right to say a few words about sensation. For this contributes 
to knowledge of the first thing which is appropriate, the subject which 
we said would be the best starting-point for the elements of ethics. (2) We 
should realize that as soon as an animal is born it perceives itself... The 
first thing that animals perceive is their own parts... both that they have 
them and for what purpose they have them, and we ourselves perceive 
our eyes and our ears and the rest. So whenever we want to see 
something, we strain our eyes, but not our ears, towards the visible object 
... Therefore the first proof of every animal’s perceiving itself is its 
consciousness of its parts and the functions for which they were given. (3) 
The second proof is the fact that animals are not unaware of their 
equipment for self-defence. When bulls do battle with other bulls or 
animals of different species, they stick out their horns, as if these were 
their congenital weapons for the encounter. Every other creature has the 
same disposition relative to its appropriate and, so to speak, congenital 
weapons. 


D Hierocles 9.3-10, 11.14-18 


(1) The appropriate disposition relative to oneself is benevolence, while 
that to one’s kindred is affection . . . Just as our appropriate disposition 
relative to our children is affection, and, to external property, choice, so 
an animal’s appropriate disposition relative to itself is <self-preserva- 
tion > and, to things which contribute to the needs of its constitution, 
selection .. . (2) Weare an animal, but a gregarious one which needs some- 
one else as well. For this reason too we inhabit cities; for there is no human 


347 


being who is nota part ofa city. Secondly, we make friendships easily. By 
eating together or sitting together in the theatre . . . [text breaks off] 


E Plutarch, On Stoic seif-contradictions 10388 (SVF 3.179, 2.724) 


(1) Why then again for heaven's sake in every book on physics and ethics 
does he [Chrysippus] weary us to death in writing that we have an 
appropriate disposition relative to ourselves as soon as we are born and to 
our parts and our offspring? (2) In his On justice book 1 he says that even 
the beasts have an appropriate disposition relative to their offspring i in 
harmony with their needs, except for fish, since their spawn is nurtured 
through itself. . F 
vee . ` ws 4 
F Cicero, On ends 3.62-8 (with midon] f 
[Speaker: the Stoic Cato] (1) They think it is important to understand 
that nature engenders parents’ love for their children. That is the starting- 
point of the universal community of the human race which we seek to 
attain. This must be clear first of all from bodies’ shape and limbs, which 
make it plain by themselves that reproduction is a principle possessed by 
nature. But it could not be consistent for nature both to desire the 
production of offspring and not to be concerned that offspring should be 
loved. Even among animals nature's power can be observed; when we 
see the effort they spend on giving birth and on rearing, we seem to be 
liscening to the actual voice of nature. As it is evident therefore that we 
naturally shrink from pain, so it is clear that nature itself drives us to love 
those we have engendered. (2) Hence it follows that mutual attraction 
between men is also something natural. Consequently, the mere fact that 
someone is a man makes it incumbent on another man not to regard him 
as alien. Just as some parts of the body, like the eyes and ears, are created as 
it were for their own sake while others, such as the legs and the hands, 
serve the needs of the other parts; so, some large animals are created only 
for themselves, whereas . . . ants, bees, and storks do certain things for the 
sake of others as weil. Human behaviour in this respect is much more 
closely bonded. We are therefore by nature suited to form unions, 
societies, and states, (3) The Scoics hold that the world is governed by 
divine will: it is as it were a city and state shared by men and gods, and 
each one of us is a part of this world. From this it is a natural consequence 
that we prefer the common advantage to our own . . . This explains the 
fact that someone who dies for the state is praiseworthy, because our 
country should be dearer to us than ourselves . . . (4) Furthermore we are 
driven by nature to desire to benefit as many people as possible, an 

especially by giving instruction and handing on the principles of 
prudence. Hence it is difficult to find anyone who would not pass on to, 
another what he himself knows; such is our inclination not only to leant 
but also to teach. . . (5) Just as they think that rights bind men together; 
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so they deny that any rights exist between men and animals. For 
Chrysippus excellently remarked that everything else was created for the 
sake of men and gods, but these for the sake of community and society; 
consequently men can make beasts serve their own needs without 
contravening rights. (6) Since, moreover, man’s nature is such that a kind 
of civil right mediates between himself and the human race, one who 
maintains this will be just, and whoever departs from it, unjust. (7) But 
just as the communal nature of a theatre is compatible with the 
correctness of saying that the place each person occupies is Ais, so in the 
city or world which they share no right is infringed by each man’s 
possessing what belongs to him. (8) Furthermore, since we see that man is 
created with a view to protecting and preserving his fellows, it is in 
agreement with this nature that the wise man should want to play a part 
in governing the state and, in order to live the natural way, take a wife 
and want children by her. i 

G Hierocles (Stobaeus 4.671,7—673,11) 

(1) Each one of us is as it were entirely encompassed by many circles, 
some smaller, others larger, the latter enclosing the former on the basis of 
their different and unequal dispositions relative to each other. (2) The 
first and closest circle is the one which a person has drawn as though 
around a centre, his own mind. This circle encloses the body and 
anything taken for the sake of the body. For it is virtually the smallest 
arcle, and almost touches the centre itself. (3) Next, the second one 
further removed from the centre but enclosing the first circle; this 
contains parents, siblings, wife, and children. The third one has in it 
uncles and aunts, grandparents, nephews, nieces, and cousins. The next 
arcle includes the other relatives, and this is followed by the circle of local 
residents, then the circle of fellow-tribesmen, next that of fellow- 
citizens, and then in the same way the circle of people from neighbour- 
ing towns, and the circle of fellow-countrymen. (4) The outermost and 
largest circle, which encompasses all the rest, is that of the whole human 
Face. (5) Once these have all been surveyed, it is the task of a well 
tempered man, in his proper treatment of each group, to draw the circles 
together somehow towards the centre, and to keep zealously transferring 
those from the enclosing circles into the enclosed ones . . . (6) It is 
Mcumbent on us to respect people from the third circle as if they were 
those from the second, and again to respect our other relatives as if they 
Were those from the third circle. For although the greater distance in 
blood will remove some affection, we must still try hard to assimilate 
them. The right point will be reached if, through our own initiative, we 
teduce the distance of the telationship with each person. The main 
Procedure for this has been stated. (7) But we should do more, 1m the 
terms of address we use, calling cousins brothers, and uncles and aunts, 
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3 H Anonymous commentary on Plato’s Theaetetus, $.18-6.31 


= F hain 


fathers and mothers . . . For this mode of address would be no slight 
_mark of our affection for them all, and it would also stimulate and 


intensify the indicated contraction of the circles. i 
i 


4 
(1) We have an appropriate relationship to members of the same species 
(2) But a man’s relationship to his own citizens is more appropriate. Fo 

appropriation varies in its intensification. (3) So those people [the Stoics] 


. who derive justice from appropriation, if on the one hand they are saying 


: that a man’s appropriation in relation to himself is equal to his 


appropriation in relation to the most distant Mysian, their assumption 


, preserves justice; on the other hand no one agrees with them that the 


appropriation is equal. That is contrary to plain fact and one’s self- 
awareness. (4) For appropriation in relation to oneself is natural and 


- irrational, whereas appropriation in relation to one’s neighbours, while 


also natural, is not independent of reason. (5) If, at any rate, we charge 
people with misbehaviour, we not only criticize them but we are also 


_ alienated from them, whereas they themselves, having done wrong; 


. them, where it is inevitable that only one of two survive. (8) Even ap 


we 


O The Stoics made ‘impulse’ (see 56A) the first topic of their ethical thi 


_ it were, by the fact that animals are bom with self-preservation as the object: 


. although they donot welcome the criticisms, cannot hate themselves. (6) 


So appropriation in relation to oneself is not equal to appropriation to 
anyone else, given that our relationship to our own parts is not one of 
equal appropriation. For we are not disposed in just the same way relative 
to our eyes and our fingers, let alone to our nails and hair, seeing that we 
are not alienated from their loss equally either, but to a greater or lesset 


;, extent. (7) If on the other hand they themselves should say that 


appropriation can be intensified, we may grant the existence ol 
philanthropy, but the predicaments of shipwrecked sailors will refu 













from circumstances, they themselves are in a position to be refut 
Hence the members of the Academy use arguments of the fallo 
kind as well . . . [text breaks off] 


Impulse, together with sensation, distinguishes animals quite generally (inclu 
ing man) from plants (A 4; cf. 53A 4), and gives them the innate capacity 
activate themselves in an animal's way of life. This way of life is programmed, 


their first impulse (A 1). Against the Epicureans, who held that living crea 
are impelled to pursue pleasure and avoid pain from the moment of birth (A 
B 2; cf. 21A 2), the Stoics argued that an animal's first motivation is dete 
by its innate awareness of its physical constituents and their functions (B T 
C 2-3). These passages from Seneca and Hierocies base their claims for this 
on empirical data. In A 1-2 Chrysippus proceeds more theoretically. 
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argument reported there derives its force from implicit teleological assumptions 
about nature in general, which is equivalent to both the sum of all particular 
‘natures’ and their creative or organizing principle. In this sense nature is 
identical to god or cosmic reason (60H 3-4), and this is doubrless the 
unexpressed ground for rejecting ‘alienation’ as a likely action by nature with 
regard to animals. The logic of A 2 is: not-p; but either p or q; therefore q (where 
p = alienation and q = appropriation). Like the craftsman which nature is, it has 
good reason to take an interest in ics products. 

‘Alienation’ and ‘appropriation’ are literal translations of the Greck terms 
alfotriasis and oiketosis, Their English associations with property ownership 
capture the main force of the Stoic concepts here, though any translation will 
miss something of the original. The advantage of ‘appropriation’ is its providing 
a means, through the verb or adjective ‘appropmiate’, of rendering grammiati- 
cally related forms of the Greek root oik-. This connotes ownership, what 
belongs to something, but in Stoic usage that notion is also conceived as an 
affective disposition relative to the thing which is owned or belongs. Hence the 
English associations of ‘appropriation’ with forcible possession are to be 
discounted in our translations. Correspondingly, the notion of claiming or 
desiring ownership needs to be read in our translation of the adjective oikeion by 
‘appropriate’. So, in A 2, the ‘first thing appropriate to every animal’, means the 
first ching ‘fitting’ or ‘suitable’, bur the relevant suitability is like that of a house 
to its owner, a recognition of ownership, or like that of a kinsman to a blood 
relation, a recognition of affinity coupled with affection. 

In AI-2 Chrysippus uses the concept of ‘appropriation’ to establish causal 
links between the creative organization of nacure, the first impulses of animals, 
and the empirical fact that animals have an innate capacity to behave 
discriminatingly towards their externa] environment. In the letter excerpted in 
B Seneca stresses the fact that the earliest animal behaviour is instinctive {B I). 
‘Appropriation’ ensures that animals are born with dispositions of affectionate 
ownership towards themselves, and this is the consequence of nature's 
disposition towards them. Our text in A 1-2 is probably correct in moving from 
‘nature appropriates the animal’ to ‘nature appropriates the animal to itself” (i.e. 
to the animal), This will mean that nature manifests her affectionate ownership 
of animals by giving them this disposinian relative to themselves. 

The ‘appropriate’ object of an animal's first impulse can thus be described as 

~preservation’. In Az this is expanded into ‘its own constitution and the 
consciousness of this’. The stress on consciousness or awareness is a feature of B 
and C (cf. 53B 5-9). Stoics may have defined ‘appropriation’ as ‘perception of 
what 1s appropriate’ (see note on E in vol. 2). Why this should be thought to 
wequire se/f-consciousness, however rudimentary (see Seneca, Letters 121,11-13), 
may seem inadequately explained in their reasoning. But not too much weight 
meed or should be attached to the term ‘consciousness’. It is an attempt, and an 
§ One, ro do justice to data which would now be explained by reference 

© satura] selection and genetic coding. The Stoics were probably little 
i in animal behaviour for its own sake. But they did suppose, very 


hic aen its principles could provide them with the foundations for their 
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What links animals, and even plants (A 4) to men, so far as ethics is concerned, 
is nature. Any ethical theory must make provision for the proper rearing of 
children. The Stoics were impressed by the fact chat animals, as well as humans, 
take pains over the rearing of their young (F 1), and some animals also have 
forms of social organization (F 2). Nature, then, even in its more rudimentary 
products, provides a programme of ‘impulsive activity’ which is both 
immediately self-sustaining, and also other-related. The principle of ‘appropri- 
ation’, even at the level of animal behaviour, extends beyond the self 
affectionate ownership of offspring (E). 

The entry of strictly ethical norms and values is a topic for later sections. What 
the present material indicates is a basic common ground in nature between 
animal and human behaviour in preserving oneself and looking after one’s 
young. The Stoics are not saying we should do these things because animals do 
them. They are claiming that animals and humans alike are so structured that 
such behaviour is natural and appropriate to them both. It is pertinent to ask 
what the introduction of animals contributes to the ethical theory. As already 
noted, it serves as a basis from which to reject the Epicurean thesis of pleasure as 
ail creatures’ natural objective, and that is of great importance to the foundations 
of Stoic ethics. Related to this point is the insistence that nature, as a providential 
power, establishes values or norms of appropriateness along with the physical 
structures it creates. Against sceptical challenges which sought to undermine any 
objective criteria of values the Stoics could point to the discriminating faculties 
natural to men and animals (see 53B, O, P). If there is continuity as well as 
difference between human and animal ‘appropriation’, that fact can draw 
attention to the significance of the difference. The nature of man as a rational 
being (cf. A 5) requires understanding of the pies he shares, or seems to 
share, with the animals. fal sche ees d 


Moral virtue is the perfection of man’s specific nature, his rationality in harmon 
with universal nature or divine reason (60H 4). Texts in this section show how: 
this ethical ideal is based upon a conception of human nature which is as general 
in its scope as the philosophy of animal behaviour. In D Hierocles outlines ai 
series of ‘appropriate relationships’ which purport to explain normal chara 
istics of human behaviour with regard to one’s self, one’s children, property, 
other human beings. The procedure in F is similar: it is natural for human bein 
to be triendly and philanthropic, to live in organized communities, to possess 
private property, to marry and have children. Community life is represented asa 
natural consequence of a man’s instinctive love of his children. It is important tê 
observe that Hierocles and Cicero are not concerned here with the distinctive 
activities and attitudes of the Stoic wise man; rather the wise man is mentioned it 
F 8 as conforming to the general pattern of human nature. Strictly no one but 
wise man can be just in Stoicism, but the justice and injustice of F 6 are hardly 
be given so exclusive an interpretation. The whole thrust of this passage is r 
endorse the normal customs and institutions of human society as natural. 
This point will be reinforced in the doctrine of ‘proper functions’ (see 59E 3 
and cf. 53Q 1). On these foundations the Stoics will seek to erect a moral theory; 
which takes account of the fact (A 5) that human reason must be the ulti 
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arbiter of what is appropriate to human nature; as the ‘craftsman’ of impulse, 
reason can be presumed to establish ‘assent’ as a necessary precondition of all 
mature human action (cf. 331; 53A 5, S). ‘Appropriation’ as something innate 
and animal-like is only a foundation, a beginning. But our ‘appropriate’ 
attitudes of self-love, affection towards kindred, choice towards external 
property (D), are not forgotten in the fully developed doctrine of the virtues. 
Weare born with ‘tendencies’ towards the virtues (61L), and an example of how 
this should work out is presented, for the case of justice, in G and criticized in H. 
According to G a man instinctively, without training, experiences himself as 
the closest object of his concern, while his concern for other people progressively 
diminishes as their blood relationship co him declines from that of his closest 
relatives to ‘the whole human race’. Hierocles implies that this arrangement of 
“concentric circles’, though natural to the untutored mind, is incompatible with i 
a proper understanding of our ‘appropriation’ of our fellow human beings (cf. 
67A). We should (and here the moral ‘ought’ has its full force) make every effort 
to ‘reduce the distance of the relationship with each person’ (G6). The 
unexpressed assumption of this passage seems to be this: we have an instinctive 
disposition to show affection to our relatives as well as ourselves, but without 
taining we remain self-centred and treat others as increasingly alien. Hierocles 
proposes that we ‘appropriate’ other people to our self, and so extend to them 
the same kind of concern we show to ourselves. In H an attack (probably 
Academic) is launched against the practicality of ‘appropriation’ as the 
foundation of justice. The Stoics probably did not commit themselves to the 
claim (H 3) that appropriation in relation to others is equal co that in relation to 
oneself (cf. however 67A), but H’s polemic presents a dilemma according to 
which problems for justice arise whether the appropriation is equal or variant; 
equal appropriation is false to experience (H 3), and variant appropriation (H 7) 
will not fit problem cases where self-interest conflicts with the equal rights of a 
second person. There is independent evidence (SVF 1.197) for the claim that the 
Stoics made ‘appropriation’ the origin of justice (H 3), and the thought appears 
to be similar to the doctrine of G (cf. F 2—7). Self-preservation will promote 
Justice if it is recognized that concern for other people is a natural development 
of concern for one’s self. 
As much of this material makes plain (B 3, D, F-H), the Stoics did not confine 
the scope of ‘appropriation’ to the evaluative discriminations of our ‘first 
impulse’. That receives emphasis in the texts because of its priority, but the 
Paramount desirability of moral virtue was also represented as a function of 
appropriation’ (see 65M 2 where the claim that ‘we have an appropriate relation 
y with rectitude’ has to be understood in reference to people at the higher 
wages ot moral progress). Ie is thus a mistake to complain, as Alexander of 
Aphrodisias did (SVF 3.165), that the Stoics limited the scope of ‘appropriation’ 
to “self-preservation’ as distinct from ‘the good itscif’. The grounds of his 
muunderstanding probably relate to a more fundamental difficulty frequently 
sazed upon by opponents of Stoicism: how can it be consistent to derive ‘the 
good’. a term exclusively limited to moral value, from natural impulses which 
Sanfy the appropriateness of other values? The gist of the Stoics’ answer is given 
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by Seneca in B 3: ‘constitution’ and therewith ‘appropriateness’ evolve overa 
lifetime. He uses this point to dismiss the objection (Letters 121.14) that a young 
child, ‘not yet rational’, could not have an ‘appropriate’ relation to a rational 
constitution. B sith a 5 -> 
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A Diogenes Laertius 7.10173 












They [the Stoics] say that some existing things are good, others are bs 
and others are neither of these. (2) The virtues — prudence, justice 
courage, moderation and the rest — are good. (3) The opposites of these 
foolishness, injustice and the rest ~ are bad. (4) Everything which neithed 
does benefit nor harms is neither of these: for instance, life, health 
pleasure, beauty, strength, wealth, reputation, noble birth, and thein 
opposites, death, disease, pain, ugliness, weakness, poverty, low repute 
ignoble birth and the like . . . For these things are not good but 
indifferents af the species ‘preferred’. (5) For just as heating, not chilling’ 
is the peculiar characteristic of what is hot, so too benefiting, not harming} 
is the peculiar characteristic of what is good. But wealth and health ng 
more do benefit than they harm. Therefore wealth and health are nog 
something good. (6) Furthermore they say: that which can be used well 
and badly is not something good. But wealth and health can be used well 
and badly. Therefore wealth and health are not something good. 


B Diogenes Laertius 7.104—-5 (SVF 3.104), AA% 





(1) ‘Indifferent’ is used in two senses: unconditionally, of things whi 
contribute neither to happiness nor unhappiness, as is the case wit 
wealth, reputation, health, strength, and the like. For it is possible to 
happy even without these, though the manner of using them 
constitutive of happiness or unhappiness. (2) In another sense those thin; 
are called indifferent which activate neither impulse nor repulsion, as 
the case of having an odd or even number of hairs on one’s head, 
stretching or contracting a finger. (3) But the previous indifferents 
not spoken of in this sense. For they are capable of activating impulse 
repulsion. Hence some of them are selected and others disselected, butt 
second type is entirely equal with respect to choice and avoidan 


C Stobaeus 2.79,18-80,13; 82,20-1 Abb. 

(1) Some indifferent things are in accordance with nature, others 
contrary to nature, and others are neither of these. (2) The following; 
in accordance with nature: health, strength, well functioning 
organs, and the like. . . (3) They [the Stoics] hold that the theory on © 
starts from the primary things in accordance with nature and con 
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nature. For difference and indifference belong to things which are said 
relatively. Because, they say, even if we call bodily and external things 
indifferent, we are saying they are indifferent relative to a well-shaped 
life (in which living happily consists) bue not of course relative to being in 
accordance with nature or to impulse and repulsion . . . (4) All things in 
accordance with nature are to-be-taken, and al] things contrary to nature 
gre not-to-be-taken. 


D Stobaeus 2.83,10-84,2 (SVF 3.124) 


(x) All things in accordance with nature have value and all things 
contrary to nature have disvalue. (2) Value has three senses: a ching’s 
contribution and merit per se, the expert's appraisal, and thirdly, what 
Antipater calls ‘selective’: according to this, when circumstances permit, 
we choose these particular things instead of those, for instance health 
instead of disease, life instead of death, wealth instead of poverty. (3) 
Disvalue, they say, also has three senses analogous to these. 


E Stobaeus 2.84,18-85,11 (SVF 3.128} 


(1) Some valuable things have much value and others little. So too some 
disvaluable things have much disvalue and others little. (2) Those which 
have much value are called ‘preferred’ and those which have much 
disvalue ‘dispreferred’. Zeno was the first to apply these terms to the 
things. (3) That is preferred, they say, which, though indifferent, we 
select on the basis of a preferential reason. The like principle applies to 
being dispreferred, and the examples are analogous. (4) No good thing is 
preferred since they possess the greatest value. Bur the preferred, since it 

the second place and value, is in some way adjacent to the nature of 
goods. For in the court the King is not in the rank of the preferred, but 
whey are preferred who rank after him. F oes 


F Sextus Empiricus, Against the professors 11.647 (SVF 3.361) 


(1) Aristo of Chios denied that health and everything similar to it is a 
peared indifferent. (2) For to call it a preferred indifferent is equivalent 
Judging it a good, and different practically in name alone. (3) For 
w Dut exception things indifferent as between virtue and vice have no 
fifference at all, nor are some of them preferred by nature while others 
here dispreferred, bur in the face of the different circumstances of the 
pécasions neither those which are said to be preferred prove to be 
p ditionally preferred, nor are those said to be dispreferred of 
dispreferred. (4) For if healthy men had to serve a tyrant and be 

toyed for this reason, while the sick had to be released from the 
and, therewith also, from destruction, the wise man would rather 
sickness in this circumstance than health. (5) Thus neither is health 
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unconditionally preferred nor sickness dispreferred. Just as in writing 
people’s names we put different letters first at different times, adapting 
them to the different circumstances .. . not because some letters are 
given priority over others by nature but because the circumstanceg 
compel us to do this, so too in the things which are between virtue an 
vice no natural priority for some over others arises but a priority which 
based rather on circumstances. s 


~?* + 
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G Diogenes Laertius 7.160 (SVF 1.351, part) 


Aristo of Chios . . . said that the end is to live with a disposition o 
indifference towards what is intermediate between vice and virtue, noi 
retaining any difference at all within that class of things, but being 
equally disposed towards them all. For the wise man is like the good actot 
who, whether he puts on the mask of Thersites or Agamemnon, pla 

either part in the proper way. : 








H Plutarch, On Stoic self-contradictions 10484 (SVF 3.137) 


In his On goed things book 1 he [Chrysippus] concedes in a sense and gives 
way to those who wish to call the preferred things good and thei 
opposites bad, in the following words: ‘If someone in accordance wi 
such differences [i.e. between the preferred and dispreferred] wishes to 
call the one class of them good and the other bad, and he is referring 
these things (i.e. the preferred or the dispreferred] and not committing 
idle aberration, his usage must be accepted on the grounds that he is n 
wrong in the matter of meanings and in other respects is aiming at 
normal use of terms.’ p et 


I Cicero, On ends 3.50 (SVF 1.365) * ae 


(Speaker: the Stoic Cato] Next comes an explanation of the differeng 
between things, by the denial of which all life would be made complet 
undisecriminated, as it is by Aristo, and no function or task for wisdo 
could be found, since there would be no difference at all between th 
things that concern the living of life, and no choice between thern wo 
have to be made. 


ae E IS 


J Epictetus, Discourses 2.6.9 (SVF 3.191} 


Therefore Chrysippus was right to say: ‘As long as the future is unce 
to me [ always hold to those things which are better adapted to obtaini 
the things in accordance with nature; for god himself has made 
disposed to select these. But if] actually knew that I was fated now to 
ill, I would even have an impulse to be ill. For my foot too, if it 
intelligence, would have an impulse to get muddy.’ 


4 
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K Stobaeus 2.76,9-15 * ha-@ 


(1) Diogenes [of Babylon] represented the end as: reasoning well in the 
selection and disselection of things in accordance with nature. . . (2) and 
Antipater: to live continuously selecting things in accordance with 
nature and disselecting things contrary to nature. He also frequently 
rendered it thus: to do everything in one’s power continuously and 
‘undeviatingly with a view to obtaining the predominating things which 
‘accord with nature. 
The bastion of Stoic ethics is the thesis that virtue and vice respectively are the 
gole constituents of happiness and unhappiness. These states do not in the least 
depend, they insisted, on the possession or absence of things conventionally 
regarded as good or bad — health, reputation, wealth etc: ‘It is possible to be 
happy even without these’ (B 1). They expressed this thesis by restricting ‘good’ 
to what is morally excellent and ‘bad’ to the opposite of this, and termed 
everything which makes no difference to fappiness or unhappiness ‘indifferent’ 
(B1, cf. A; and 1F 3 for Pyrrhonian use of the term). In relation to happiness 
bealth is no more of a contributor than an odd rather than an even number of 
hairs on one's head. Yet, as we saw in the last section, living beings are naturally 
impelled to preserve themselves, and to do so by discriminating between things 
which are appropriate to their constitution, and their opposites (57A 2). Such 
behaviour, moreover, has the providence and rationality of cosmic nature as its 
foundation. In relation to a creature’s nature and what it is impelled to pursue or 
avoid, health and its opposite are not indifferent, by contrast with the absolute 
indifference of an odd or even number of hairs. 

Thus the class of items indifferent to happiness includes things that have value 
or disvalue ‘relative to being in accordance with nature, or to impulse and 
repulsion’ (C 3). At the most elementary level these are instanniated in the objects 
specified in C2 — health, strength etc. and their opposites, which are called 
‘primary things in accordance with nature’ (PAN things) and ‘primary things 
Contrary to nature’ (PCN things). Founded as they are upon the primary needs 
of a creacure’s nature, these primary valuables must be construed as objective; 
“accordance with nature’ is laid down as the criterion of value (D 1; 59D 2). The 
mme naturalness or objectivity pertains to the value of the things specified as 
“Anndifferenr’, i.e. to happiness, in A 4, B 1; some of these, such as wealth or noble 

th, can be interpreted as ‘secondary’ things in accordance with nature. Their 
vation of impulse will be subsequent in a human life to that of PAN things. A 
haman bei g is represented as developing awareness of a larger range of AN (in 

ce with nature) and CN (contrary to nature) things as it matures (cf. 
3). (For apparent discrepancies in the sources concerning the strict scope of 
s hia m nature’ as the criterion of indifferent things’ value, see note on 
ol. 2. 
Valuable though they are, AN things lack goodness, for reasons set out in 
ags. Here we are invited to regard ‘good’ as a property analogous to the heat 
anything which is hot. A hot thing necessarily heats and never chills anything 
which it is in contact. By analogy we are to take it that a good thing 
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necessarily benefits and never harms that with which it is associated (cf. 
But AN things lack this necessary relation to benefiting, and they can also & 
possessed by someone who puts them to bad use. Similarly, it is implied 
something CN like poverty does not necessarily harm a person nor is it bound ù 
be misused. These arguments, which are Platonic in origin (see vol. 2 note on A’ 
identify the virtues and vices as the only things which exhibit the requis A 
connexion between benefit and good use, or harm and misuse. 
For orthodox Stoics, none the less, the value attaching to AN things and th 
disvalue of their CN counterparts provide prima facie grounds for ‘selecting’ th 
former and ‘disselecting’ the latter (B 3). These discriminations conform 
general to nature's provisions for human life, since AN things naturally activat 
our impulses and CN things our repulsions. This ‘selective value’ (D 2), though 
conditional upon circumstances (contrast the absolute value of virtue), resides in 
the natural preferabiliry of health to sickness etc. That is to say, the value of 
health is not based upon an individual’s judgement but is a feature of the world 
The role of moral judgement is to decide whether, given the objective 
preferability of health to sickness, it is right to make that difference 
paramount consideration in determining what one should do in the light of al 
the circumstances (see J}. In the case of chose indifferents of ‘preferred’ statu 
(A 4, E2), there will be ‘preferential’ reason (E3) for selecting these ‘wheg 
circumstances permit’ (D2). It is up to the moral agent to decide, 
knowledge of his situation, whether to choose actions that may put his health ag 
risk rather than preserve it, but the correctness of sometimes deciding in favou 
of the former does not negate the normal preferability of the latter. Only af 
unusually prescient or unfortunate person will have the foreknowledge to adap 
his impulses to unavoidable CN states of affairs, as in J, where Chrysippa 
indicates that consistent selection of AN things is the right policy ‘as lone th 
future is uncertain’. 
*To-be-taken’ is another standard way of describing the value of such thing 
(C 4). This attribute, like that of ‘selection’, indicates the attitude a Stoic shoul 
adopt cowards AN things which happen to be available (cf. D 2}, and which hg 
can take or select without compromising his moral principles. He should not gg 
out of his way to ‘choose’ or ‘desire’ such things, since such unreservedly positrg 
attitudes are appropriate only in relation to the good (59D 5). Provide 
however, chat he realizes the indifference of AN things to his happiness,. E 
rational and appropriate to discriminate in favour of anything which aceon 
with other features of human nature. 


The relative value of ‘indifferent’ things, which admit of their own ranking (@ 
‘preferred’ ae are more valuable than other AN things), goes back etal 


argument is F 4-5: in some circumstances the wise man would select sickm@e 
rather than health (cf. Chrysippus in J); therefore health is not uncondidonti 
preferable to sickness. Zeno could accept this conclusion, but reply th . 

intrinsic preferability of health over sickness is not overturned. r. 
objection does not show that there are no natural preferences, but only & 
circumstances can alter preferences. 


59 Proper functions 


The interest of Aristo’s heresy is ics attempt to exclude all factors except virtue 
md reason in moral judgement (sce 2F-H). His formula for the ‘end’ was 
‘indifference towards what is intermediate between vice and virtue’ (G), 

sing such a disposition to be undermined if non-good or non-bad things 
were deemed to activate impulse or repulsion by their intrinsic nature. An 
orthodox reply to his position is given in I: unless there are intrinsic differences 
of value between AN and CN things, life becomes completely undiscriminated 
and the wise man will have no objective criteria for grounding his preferences. 
i The controversial character of Zeno’s teaching on ‘indifferents’ is evident 
from the fact that Herillus, another of his immediate followers (see 1J}, also 
rejected the difference between AN and CN things as far as the wise man’s end is 
concerned. According to Diogenes Laernus 7.165 (= l in vol. 2) Herillus 
distinguished a ‘subordinate end’, aimed at by non-wise men, and probably 
having supposedly AN things as its content. (Another source relates ‘subordinate 
end’ to objects of the first impulse, see note on 1 in vol. 2.) 

Orthodox Stoics were adamant that the ‘preferred’ values did not introduce 
amy equivocation over the absolute and incomparable goodness of virtue, 
though Chrysippus conceded that ‘preferred’ and ‘dispreferred’ coincided with 
ordinary-language use of ‘good’ and ‘bad’ (H, cf. 66B). Both sets of values are 
natural to man, and the distinction between AN and CN things is the starting- 
point for understanding what ‘accordance with nature’ should mean to a mature 
tational being (see 59D). No more than Aristo did Zeno and Chrysippus make 
AN things a constituent of happiness. Unlike him they held that the required 
attitude towards them is nor unqualified indifference but knowledge of how 
they should be used (cf. B 1). (Epictetus’ constant insistence on ‘making correct 
w of impressions’, cf. 62K, may be viewed as a later, and perhaps expanded, 
version of this doctrine.) 


in brer sections we shall see how orthodox Stoics attempted to integrate AN and 
CN things into their other ethical doctrines, while retaining the differences of 
moral and non-moral value. For convenience we give one example here: 
Diogenes of Babylon and Antipater (K), in striking contrast with Aristo and 
,Herillus, incorporated ‘selection of” or ‘efforts to obtain’ AN things into their 
roe of the end, The interpretation of these proposals, together with the 
Academic criticism they generated or responded to, will be studied in 64. 


9 Proper functions ye de 
Plutarch, On common conceptions 1069E (SVF 3.491) 


{Chrysippus] says: ‘What am I to begin from, and what am I to take as 
dation of proper function and the material of virtue if I pass over 
and what accords with nature?’ 






Stobaeus 2.85,13-86,4 (SVF 3.494) 


Proper function is so defined: ‘consequentiality in life, something 
Once it has been done, has a reasonable justification’. The contrary 
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q 
to proper function is defined as the opposite of this. (2) Proper function 
also extends to the non-rational animals, for these too display a kind of 
activity which is consequential upon their own nature. (3) In the case of 
rational animals it is specified in the words: consequentiality in one’s way! 
of life. (4) They [the Stoics] say that some proper functions are perfe 
and thac these are also called right actions. The activities which accor 
with virtue are right actions, such as acting prudently, and justly. Tho: 

. which are not like this are not right actions, and they do not call the 
perfectly proper functions, but intermediate functions, such as marryin. 
serving on embassies, conversing, and the like. 


C Diogenes Laertius 7.107 (SVF 3.493, part) 


(1) It [proper function] also extends to plants and animals. For prop 
functions can be seen in them as well. (2) Zeno was the first to use 
term kathekon, the name being derived from kata tinas hekein, ‘to hav 
arrived in accordance with certain persons’. (3) Proper function is 
eves appropriate to constitutions that accord with nature. 


ia 
ee 


D Cicero; On ends 3.17,20-2 wy 


(Speaking: the Stoic Cato] (1) As to why w we love the first sbie whi 
are appropriated by nature, it seems sufficient proof that no one, grol 
the choice, would not prefer to have all the parts of his body sound 
whole rather than defective or twisted though no less functional . 4 
(2) Let us proceed therefore, since we digressed from these starting-point 
of nature, and what follows must be consistent with them. One co 
quence is this primary classification: the Stoics say that that is ‘valuabl 
(for we may use this term, I think) which is either itself in accordanet 
with nature or such as to bring about that state of affairs; accordingly it 
worthy of being selected because it possesses something of suffici 
weight to be valued (they call this axta), whereas the opposite of this 
. disvaluable. (3) With the principles thus established that those 
which are in accordance with nature are to be taken for their own 
and that their opposites similarly are to be rejected, the first ‘pro 
function’ (this is my term for kathekon) is to preserve oneself in ong 
natural constitution; the second is to seize hold of the things that acco 
with nature and to banish their opposites. Once this procedure’ 
selection and rejection has been discovered, the next consequen 
selection exercised with proper functioning; then, such selecti 
performed continuously; finally, selection which is absolutely consis 
and in full accordance with nature. (4) At this point, for the first time, 
which can be truly called good begins to be present in a man 
understood, Fors a man’s 's first affiliation is towards those things which 
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in accordance with nature. But as soon as he has acquired understanding, 
or rather, the conception which the Stoics call ennoia, and has seen 
the regularity and, so to speak, the harmony of conduct, he comes to 
value this far higher than all those objects of his initial affection; and he 
draws the rational conclusion that this constitutes the highest human 

d which is worthy of praise and desirable for its own sake. (5) Since 
that good is situated in what the Stoics call homologia (‘agreement’ will be 
our term for this, if you don’t mind) — since it is in this, then, that that 

d consists to which everything is the means, that good which is the 
standard of all things, right actions and rectitude itself, which is reckoned 
the only good, though later in ongin, is the only thing desirable through 
its intrinsic nature and value, whereas none of the first objects of nature is 
desirable for its own sake. (6) But since those things which I called proper 
functions originate in nature's starting-points, it must be the case that the 
former are the means to the latter; so it could be correctly said that the end 
of all proper functions is to obtain nature's primary requirements, but 
not that this is the ultimate good, since right action is not present in the 
first affiliations of nature. It is an outcome of these, and arises later, as I 
have said. Yet it ts in accordance with nature, and stimulates us to desire it 
far more strongly than we are stimulated by all the earlier objects. 
(continued at 64F] 


E Diogenes Laertius 7.108—9 (SVF 3.495, 496) 


(1) Of activities in accordance with impulse, some are proper functions, 
others are contrary to proper function, and others belong to neither type. 
(2) Proper functions are ones which reason dictates our doing, such as 
honouring parents, brothers and country, spending time with friends; 
contrary to proper function are ones which reason does not dictate our 
ing, such as neglecting parents, not caring about brothers, not treating 
friends sympathetically, not acting patriotically etc. Activities which are 
Beither proper functions nor contrary to proper function are ones which 
Beason neither dictates our doing nor forbids, such as picking up a twig, 
g a pen or a scraper, and such like. (3) Some proper functions do 

mx depend on circumstances, but others do. The following do not 
l d on circumstances, looking after one’s health, and one's sense 
@tgans, and such like. Proper functions which do depend on circum- 
are mutilating oneself and disposing of one’s property. And so 
ously with actions which are contrary to proper function. (4) 
‘more, some proper functions are always proper while others are 
It is always a proper function to live virtuously, but not always a 
like ction to engage in question and answer, to walk about, and 


The same principle applies to actions which are contrary to 
function. 
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“Hi Philo, On the cherubim 14-15 (SVF 3.513, part) 


EO CENTS 


F Cicero, On ends 3.589 


[Speaker: the Stoic Cato] (1) Buc although we declare rectitude to be the 
only good, it is nevertheless consistent to perform a proper function! 
even though we count this neither in good things nor in bad . . . (2) Itä 
self-evident too that some of the wise man’s actions are in thd 
intermediate region. So he judges when he acts that his action is a propa 
function, and since he never errs in making a judgement, proper functig; 
will exist in the intermediate region. (3) This is also established by th 
following argument: we see that something exists which we call a ri 
action; but this is a perfectly proper function; so there will also be such 
thing as an imperfect one. (4) For instance, if it is a right action to retum 
deposit in the just manner, to retum 2 deposit should be counted as’ 
proper function. It becomes a right action by the addition, ‘in the ju 
manner’, but the act of return just by itself is counted a proper functio 
(5) Since it is certain as well that the region we call intermediate include; 
things which are to-be-taken, and others which are to-be-rejected 
everything so done or described is embraced by proper function. (6) 
proves that since love ofself is natural to everyone, a fool just as much as 
wise man will take what accords with nature and reject the opposite. ( 
So the wise man and the fool possess some proper functions in comm 
and this leads to the result that proper functions belong among the thi 
we call intermediate. 
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G Sextus Empiricus, Against the professors 11.200-1 (SVF 3.516, p 








[The Stoics say] (1) The virtuous man’s function is not to look after ir 
parents and honour them in other respects but to do this on the basis: 
prudence. (2) For just as the care of health is common to the doctor am 
the layman, but caring for heaith in the medical way is peculiar to 
expert, so too the honouring of parents is common to the virtuous 
the not virtuous man, but to do this on the basis of prudence is peculiar 
the wise man. (3) Consequently he also has expertise in his way of life, 
peculiar function of which is to do everything on the basis of the 
character. 


i 


(1} There are times when what ought to be done is not enacted asit sho 
be, and sometimes something which is not a proper function is done 
proper way. (2) In the case, for instance, of returning a deposit, when 
does not take place on the basis of a sound judgement, but with a view, 
the injury of the recipient . . . an action which is a proper functiot 
performed as it should not be. (3} But ifa doctor does not tell the trudi 
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asick person, when he has decided to evacuate him or use surgery on him 
or cauterize him, for his own benefit . . . an action which is not a proper 
£mnction is performed as it ought to be. 





Í Stobaeus $.906,18-907,5 (SVF 3.510) 
ippus says: “The man who progresses to the furthest point performs 


l 


igll proper functions without exception and omits none. Yet his life’, he 
br ‘is not yet happy, but happiness supervenes on it when these 

termediate actions acquire the additional properties of firmness and 
enor and their own particular fixity.’ 


F Diogenes Laertius 7.88 (SVF 3 Archedemus 20, part) 
ee [says the end is] to perfect all proper functions in one’s life. 


Stobaeus 2.93,14-18 (SVF 3.500) 


They [the Stoics] say that a right action is a proper function which 
possesses all the measures . . . while a wrong action is one which is done 
‘gamtrary to right reason, or one in which some proper function has been 
‘omitted by a rational animal. 


Cicero, On ends 3.32 (SVF 3.504) 


[Speaker: the Stoic Cato} (1} Whatever takes its start from wisdom must 
be immediately perfect in all its parts. For in it is situated what we call 
‘desirable’, (2) Just as it is wrong to betray one’s country, to show 
violence to one’s parents, to steal from tempies, actions which consist in 
inging about certain results, so even without any resuit it is wrong to 
fear, to show grief, or to be ina state of concupiscence. (3) As the latter are 
g not in their after-effects and consequences but immediately in 
ar first steps, so those things which take cheir start from virtue are to 
Judged right from their first undertaking and not by their 
plishment. 


i 
j 










L Stobaeus 2.96,18-97,5 (SVF 3-501) 


Furthermore, they {the Stoics] say that actions are divided into ones 
are right, wrong, and neither of these. (2) The following are right 
: behaving prudently, moderately, justly, gladly, kindly, and 
! y. and walking about prudentiy, and everything which is done 
accordance with right reason. (3) The following are wrong actions: 
& foolishly, immoderately, unjustly, grieving, fearing, and 
p and quite generally acting contrary to right reason. (4) The 
ng are neither right nor wrong actions: talking, asking and 
g questions, walking about, leaving town, and the like. 
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Stoic ethics 


N Stobaeus 2.99,3-8 


Zeno and the Stoic philosophers of his persuasion hold that there are twe 
kinds of men, the excellent and the inferior. The excellent kind employ; 
the virtues throughout all its life, but the inferior kind employs the vices 
Hence the former always acts pays in everything which it undertakes 
but the latter wrongly. 


O Stobaeus 2.113,18—-23 (SVF 3.529, part) 


(1) All wrong actions are equal, and likewise all right actions; and all fook 
are equally foolish since they have one and the same character. (2) But 
although wrong actions are equal, they contain certain differences 
depending on the fact that some of them arise from a hardened and 
incurable character but others not. 
P Cicero, On duties 1.1§,152 
(Probably representing Panaetius] While these four [i.e. cardinal] virtues 
are mutually connected and interwoven, yet it is from them taken 
individually that decerminate types of proper functions have their origin 

. I think I have adequately explained how proper functions are derived 
fom those divisions [i.e. the four above] of rectitude. j 


Q Epictetus, Discourses 2.10.1-12 


(1) How is it possible to discover proper functions from titles? el 
Consider who you are: in the first place a human being, that is, someone 
who has nothing more authoritative than moral purpose, but subordig 
nates everything else to this and keeps it free from slavery and 
subordination . . . (3) Furthermore you are a citizen of the world anda 
part of it, not one of the underlings but one of the foremost constituents 
For you are capable of attending to the divine government and of 
calculating its consequences. What then is a citizen's profession? T 
regard nothing as of private interest, to deliberate about nothing 
though one were cut off [i.e. from the whole] . . . (4) Next keep in min 
that you area son . . . next know that you are also a brother... nextify 
area town councillor, remember that you are a councillor; if young, 
you are young, if old, that you are old; if a father, that you are a fathet 
For each of these titles, when rationally conudered, ‘always suggests 
actions appropriate to it. 













O The unity or intended unity of Stoic ethics is seen in the connexions be 
much of this material and the two previous sections. ‘Accordance with na 
was there presented as the foundation of an animal's or person’s prima 
behaviour (‘appropriation’ or oiketasis) and as the basis of evaluative dis y 
tions within the class of ‘indifferent’ things. Just as ‘nature’ and ‘value’ 
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Stoicism extend from animal life quite generally to the specifically rational and 
moral, so it is wich the central concept of kathekon (C2), translated ‘proper 
fanction’. The breadth of reference of this term is indicated by the fact that it 
includes, at one extreme, activities of animals (B 2) or even plants as well (G 1), 
md that utterly rare class of ‘right actions’ which are the peculiar province of the 
completely and unfailingly wise or virtuous man (B 4). 

s "Proper functions’ denote all those activities which are ‘appropriate’ or 
‘natural’ to a living being’s constitution (A, C 3, D3). As such they comprise, 
most basically, activities prompted by a creature's impulse to self-preservation, 
followed, in the case of humans, by the much fuller range of actions which is 
natural to man as he matures and his social awareness increases (see 57A 5, D 2, 
F). The standard definition of kathekon empioys the term akolouthia, translated 
‘eonsequentiality’ (B 1-3), which indicates conformity or accordance with a 
creature's natural way of life. ‘Living in agreement with nature’ is the standard 
Stoic definition of the ethical end (63A—C), and there is no confusion in also 
drawing upon this concept in the definition of ‘proper function’. A ‘proper 
function’, whatever its agent, is an activity, or m the case of mature persons, an 
action which accords with the nature, construed normatively, of its doer. But it 
does not refer, as does the definition of the ethical end, to the doer's disposition or 
whole plan of life. It picks out a particular action or activiry (E 2), the ethical 
grounding of which, in the case of humans, is ‘reason’ (E2, cf. B 1), but not 
necessarily ‘right’ reason, the foundation of ‘night actions’ (M 2). For this fallible 
sense of ‘reasonable’, cf. 40F. 

Focusing now exclusively on humans, we should observe again that "proper 
fanctions’ include but are not confined to ‘right actions’, These latter are a special 
dass of ‘proper functions’, picked out by the term ‘perfect’ (B 4) and standardly 
illustrated by reference to the virtues (M2). The virtues do not describe the 
particular or type of thing done ina ‘perfect proper function’. They describe and 
evaluate the moral character of the agent, which is transferred adverbially to che 
amon itself: chus ‘walking about prudently’ (M2) is a ‘right action’ and 
therefore a ‘perfect proper function’, its ‘perfection’ resulting from the virtue of 
Prudence. This point is brought out clearly in Sextus Empiricus’ account (G) of 
the virtuous man’s function. 

+ kt isa very important point, because the concept of ‘proper function’ has 
1 dy been misunderstood in modern times, partly because of sloppy 
seporang by some of our sources. The material selected here shows thar there is 
— the least justification for supposing, as some scholars have done, that the 
ox Stoics had two moral systems, clumsily related together: an ideal 

i f of right actions performed only by wise men, anda second-best, practical 
of “proper functions’ available to the imperfect. Everything which a 
man does is a ‘proper function’. This follows by definition from B 4. 
dons are ‘perfect proper functions’, and everything done by the wise 
(an is a right action. Not only the addition of the virtues but also the 
oe canons of ‘proper functions’ probably accommodate anything a virtuous 
i hraa might do. Philo (H) entertains the notion ofa non-proper function, 
— ee: done “in a proper way’, and if this were orthodox Stoicism, 
$ € wise man’s actions would not be ‘proper functions’. Bur it seems 
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likely that the Stoics themselves would have taken account of Philo’s examph 
by the category of ‘proper functions which depend on circumstances’ (E 3).. 
these can include mutilating oneself or disposing of one’s property, ‘pro 
functions’ will include boch actions admitting of no exceptions, such 
honouring one’s parents, and actions which are justified by a rational assessm 
of the circumstances even though these conflict with what would be proper j 
most cases. The theory of ‘proper functions’ does not require an exhaust 
listing of all qualifying actions. ‘Consequentiality in life’, or what admi 
‘reasonable justification’ (B 1-3), should be interpreted generously enough: 
accommodate anything a wise man would choose to do as well as conventi 
morality. But to be effective as a concept, ‘proper function’ must not be] 
vacuous or purely formal. It avoids these characteristics by being founded on 
conception of what man’s nature, as a rational being (E2), demands. 

Further support for the claim that ‘proper functions’ comprehend 
descriptive content of all moral actions, those of the wise and inferior alike. 
provided by I-K. What the man who has made maximum progress lacks (1) 
not an understanding of how he should act. He will continue to perform 
‘proper functions’ when he has become a wise man, but he will then doso on 
basis ofan absolutely firm disposition currently lacking. Archedemus’ definiti 
of the end (J), ‘perfecting all proper functions’, would thus be completely orth 
dox and not deviant, as it has sometimes been taken to be. 


























What has caused great difficulty in the interpretation of ‘proper functions’ is 
set of them which is regularly called ‘intermediate’ (B4, F, I). These 
exemplified by verbs unmodified by an adverbial reference to a virtue, e 
marrying, conversing, walking about. The last example, however, is also ci 
asa ‘right action’ when performed ‘prudently’ (M 2), and so ‘walking about’ 
be ‘intermediate’ or ‘perfect’. The meaning of ‘intermediate’ can be elicited 
Cicero's confusing account in F. He speaks of ‘proper functions’ being ‘nei 
good nor bad’ (F 1), and of some of them being common to the wise man and 
fool (F 7). From this it might seem to follow that there is a whole class of acti 
which are morally indifferent, intermediate between good and bad, and 
actually asserted in M 4. But how is this to be squared with the fundam 
Stoic thesis that everything done by the wise man is a right action, 
everything done by the fool is wrong (N)? The Stoics’ exclusive divis 
between these two classes of men appears to leave no room for interm 
actions any more than for intermediate human beings. 

The solution to this difficulty has already been adumbrated. The ‘right 
a wise man’s actions or the ‘perfection’ of his ‘proper functions’ is specifi 
indicated not by what he does but by the virtuous disposition which his 
exhibits. Wise men and fools alike get married, serve on embassies, etc. 
actions, taken by themselves, provide no means of distinguishing two 
classes of men. Hence the moral distinctions which mark out those two 
cannot be revealed if all we know about someone is that he or she perfo: 
‘proper function’. ‘Intermediate proper functions’ are analogous [0° 
characteristically constituted by AN things (A), which are themselves 
‘indifferents’, also called ‘intermediate’. As health or wealth is neither good 
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bad, but capable of being used well or badly (58A 6, B 1), so ‘intermediate proper 
fanctions’ are neither good nor bad, when considered in abstraction from their 
agents, butin reference to these they are either ‘perfect’ or ‘imperfect’ (F 3), right 
actions of Wrong ones. 

v The ‘imperfection’ of a ‘proper function’ seems to denote a quality of the 
agent’s moral disposition, and not a failing in what was done, considered 
extensionally, nor even a failing of moral intention, ordinarily speaking. The 
key textisagain I. It would be absurd to suppose that ‘the man who progresses to 
the furthest point’ must, in order to ‘perform all proper functions’, always 
succeed in achieving the result of his action (e.g. actually returning the deposit), 
or again, that his intentions are irrelevant to his performance. Any ‘proper 
function’ must require that its agent act on the promptings of ‘reason’ (E 2), that 
is, be rationally motivated to do what is appropriate. The crucial difference 
between ‘perfect’ and ‘imperfect’ proper functions is the moral character of their 
agent. A perfect proper function, asa right action, ‘possesses all the measures’ (K; 
cf. 64H). This attribute signifies the completeness and harmony of the moral 
principles exhibited in anything chat a virtuous agent does. Whatever he does is 
consistent with all the virtues (61F 1), whereas imperfect people may act 
appropriately in the sphere of one virtue but not in chat of all (60E). As actions 
determined by right reason, perfect proper functions conform to ‘the laws of life 
as a whole’ (Seneca, Letters 95.57; cf. 63C 3-4). 

l follows from this that the wise man's performance of proper functions (in 
the intermediate sense) reveals important facts about him and the kinds of things 
that he does, but not facts which differentiate him as a type; it also follows that 
teguiar performance of proper functions, though it will not guarantee 
perfection, is a crucially important feature of moral progress. Having 
determined that the demands of morality are so stringent that there are no 
degrees of virtue (see 61T), the Stoics nonetheless distinguished, among wrong 
actions, between those that are wrong by the formal criterion of the agent’s 
@isposition, and those which additionally involve the omission of a proper 
fanction (K; cf. O 2). The latter (exemplified by the contraries of E 2) are wrong 

in terms of the agent’s disposition and in terms of what he did. This is 
probably the point of L 2. ‘Showing violence to one’s parents’ is the contrary of 
a proper function, but such an action will also betoken a morally and 
emotionally bad disposition, irrespective of what was done. Correspondingly, 
[anything that virtue initiates is ipso facto right, a ‘perfect proper function’ that 
[ill qualify as such independently of its external success (cf. L). 


exclusive disjunction between right and wrong actions has sometimes been 
d to imply that ‘picking up a twig’ and similarly trivial doings are 
ht or wrong. This would be a silly claim on the Stoics’ part, and it seems 
negated in E 2. If ‘picking up a twig’ etc. is neither a proper function nor 
Vie! this, the Stoics are most plausibly interpreted as holding that some 
"> are too trivial to qualify as ‘actions’ and thus as amenable to moral 
$ Many sense. At least it is hard to see how they could regard anything 


ason neither dictates our doing nor forbids’ (loc. cit.) as an action of any 
Agnificance. 


lather rig 
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One of the most helpful texts in this set is D. Cicero is here sketching mor, 
development from its origins in the instinctive pursuit and avoidance of AN ang 
CN things (D3) to understanding of the ‘only good’. D4 envisages fig 
progressive stages, each one of which is represented as performance of ‘prapg 
functions’ as these should evolve for a human being. At the fifth stage, ‘selecting 
[of things in accordance with nature] which is absolutely consistent and in-fy 
accordance with nature’, ‘agreement’ {with nature) is discovered to bei 
supreme value, totally different in its worth from the AN things that ‘prog 
functions’ aim at securing. This fifth stage fits the mrerpretation of ‘ 
proper functions’ that has been offered above. Such actions always simia 
bringing about certain results in the external world, results normaily defined 
reference to AN things; but getting those results is not che ultimate good nort 
‘perfect’ feature of a ‘proper function’ (D 5-6, cf. 64F). ‘Pertection’ 
constituted by virtue, here presented as agreement or harmony of conduct. 
concept of virtue will be studied in 61. What should be noted here is its origin 
and formal connexion with a sphere of ‘accordance with nature’ (A) th 
continues to play 2 secondary part even in ‘perfect proper functions’, while: 
features primarily in proper functions when they are considered as. hi 
‘intermediate’ actions of people generally. 















The material excerpted here may be taken as representative of what is kno 
conceming Chrysippus’ position on ‘proper functions’. Later Stoics no d 
extended his work, but there is no good reason for supposing that they alte 
substance, Cicero's On duties is explicitly based upon Panaetius’ writings 
proper function. A notable feature of that study (P) appears to have beeni 
grounding of ‘proper functions’ in the sphere of activity peculiar to each of 
cardinal virtues. This does not signify a weakening of the distinction berwet 
‘perfect’ and ‘intermediate’ (cf. On duties 1.8, 2.14-15). Performance of 'p 
functions’ on a reasoned, systematic foundation is an essential precondition, 
acquiring a virtuous disposition (I); the virtues are dispositions to perform 
‘perfectly’ (G, J, L). So it is legitimate to analyse ‘proper functions’ 
ascendingly, by reference to the individual’s evolving rationality (as in D),a 
descendingly, by reference to the virtues which are their ultimate fulfilment 
justification (cf. 66} 1). The latter was Panactius’ procedure. 

A further variant, of considerable interest, is Q, where Epictetus illu 
the functionalism of Stoic ethics in terms of action appropriate to a perii 
‘title’ (cf. 66F). Thus proper functions can be seen to be rooted not only 
person's human nature, considered quite generally, bur also in the spo 
relationships and jobs which define the person one is. This conception 
Panaetius’ division of persons into a series of different personae (see 
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A Plutarch, On Stoic self-contradictions 1035¢-D (SVF 3.68) 


(1) Again in his Physical postulates he [Chrysippus] says, “There is n0 
or more appropriate way of approaching the theory of good 


348 


60 Good and bad 


things or the virtues or happiness than from universal nature and from 
the administration of the world.’ (2) And later: ‘For the theory of good 
gnd bad things must be attached to these, since there is no other starting- 
b oint or reference for them that is better, and physical speculation is to be 

pted for no other purpose than for the differentiation of good and bad 


Plutarch, On Stoic self-contradictions 10418 (SVF 3.69) 


[Chrysippus] says that the theory of good and bad things introduced 
approved by himself is most in harmony with life and connects best 
the innate preconceptions. 


c Diogenes Laertius 7.53 (= 39D 8) ý 
; idea of something just and good is acquired naturally. 


p Cicero, On ends 3.33-4 (SVF 3.72) 
[Speaker: the Stoic Cato} (1) Since the conceptions of things arise in 
minds if something has become known, either by experience or 
‘combination or similarity or analogy, it is by the fourth and fast of 
these chat a conception of the good has arisen. (2) For when the mind by 
‘means of analogy has climbed up from those things which are in 
{accordance with nature it then arrives at che conception of the good. (3) 
Bat we perceive this actual good and name it good not as a result of 
dition or magnification or comparison with other things but from its 
pwn specific power. (4) For just as honey, though it is very sweet, is yet 
erceived to be sweet by its own specific kind of flavour and not by 
mparison with other things, so this good, which is our subject-matter, 
ye what is supremely valuable, but the significance of that value is one of 
ad and not of magnitude. (5) For since value (which is called axia) is 
bounced neither among good things nor yet among bad, however much 
ba add to it, it will remain in its own kind. Therefore the specific value 


Mm virtu tue is a different value, and this is a significance of kind and not of 
as nenon. 














eca, Letters 120.3—5, 8-11 


re Now I retum to the question you want discussed, how we arrive at the 
i Conception of the good and of rectitude. (2) Nature could not have 
At us this; it has not given us knowledge but seeds of knowledge. 
People claim that we light upon the conception by chance. But it is 
bad belief that anyone has encountered the form of virtue in this way. 

Our school takes the view that it is observation and mutual 
-Parison of repeated actions which has assembled this conception. In 
Pedgement of our philosophers rectitude and the good are perceived 
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through analogy ... We were familiar with bodily health. From this we 
have worked out that there also exists a health of the mind. We were 
familiar with bodily strength. From this we have worked out that there 
also exists a strength of the mind. (4) Certain acts of generosity of 
- humanity or courage had amazed us. We began to admire them 
though they were perfect. Buc they had many faults under the surfa 
which were hidden by the brilliant appearance of some splendid dee 
We overlooked these. Nature tells us to magnify praiseworthy actio 
and everyone has elevated glory beyond truth. From such deeds 
therefore we have derived the idea of a good of great magnitude . . . (s) 
Badness sometimes takes the appearance of rectitude, and excellence 
shines forth from its opposite. Virtues and vices, as you know, border on 
one another, and a likeness of what is right pertains to those who are also 
depraved and base. An extravagant man gtves a false appearance of 
someone generous, although there is the greatest difference between one 
who knows how to give and one who does not know how to save. . . (6) 
The similarity between these forces us to take thought and to distinguish 
things which are related in appearance but are immensely different in 
fact. In observing men who have become famous through doing an 
outstanding deed, we began to notice the sort of man who has done 
something with magnanimity and great zeal, but once only. This man 
we saw brave in war, frightened in the forum, enduring poverty with 
spirit while abject in his endurance of disgrace. We praised the deed, but 
despised the man. (7) We saw someone else who was kindly to his friends, 
forbearing to his enemies, dutiful and pious in his public and private 
behaviour . . . Moreover he was always the same and consistent with 
himself in every action, good not through policy but under the direction 
of a character such that he could not only act rightly but could not act 
without acting rightly. We perceived that in him virtue was perfected. 
(8) We divided virtue into parts: the obligation of curbing desires, 
checking fears, foreseemg what has to be done, dispensing what has to be 
given. We grasped moderation, courage, prudence, justice, and gave to 
each its due. From whom then did we perceive virtue? That man’s 
orderliness revealed it to us, his seemliness, consistency, the mutual 
harmony of all his actions, and his great capacity to surmount 
everything. From this we perceived that happy life which flows on 


smoothly, complete in its own self-mastery. geen oh « Pee 
Oop 


F Epictetus, Discourses 3.3. 2-4 | 


(1) Just as it is every soul’s nature to assent to the true, disent from the 
false, and suspend judgement in reference to the non-evident, so it is its 
nature to be moved appetitively towards the good, with aversion 
towards the bad, and in neither of these ways towards what is neither 
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od nor bad . . . (2} Once the good appears it immediately moves the 
soul towards itself, while the bad repels the soul from itself. A soul will 
never refuse a clear impression of good any more than it will refuse the 
Emperor's coinage. This is the source of every movement both of men 
aud of god. 


G Sextus Empiricus, Against the professors 11.22-6 (SVF 3.75, part) 


| (1) The Stoics, sticking fast to the common conceptions so to speak, 


define the good as follows: ‘Good is benefit or not other than benefit’, 
meaning by ‘benefit’ virtue and virtuous action, and by ‘not other than 
benefit’ the virtuous man and his friend. (2) For virtue, which is a 
disposition of the commanding-faculty, and virtuous action, which is an 
activity in accordance with virtue, are benefit directly. But the virtuous 
man and his friend, while also themseives belonging to goods, could 
neither be said to be benefit nor other than benefit, for the following 
reason. (3) Parts, the sons of the Scoics say, are neither the same as wholes 
nor are they different fram wholes; for instance, the hand is not the same 
asa whole man, since the hand is nota whole man, but nor is it other than 
the whole since the whole man is conceived as man together with his 
hand. (4) Since, then, virtue is a part of the virtuous man and of his friend, 
and parts are neither the same as wholes nor other than wholes, the good 
man and his friend have been called ‘not other than benefit’. (5) So every 
good is taken in by the definition, whether it is benefit or not other chan 
benefit, | . , i eS fo #3 


r he 


H Seneca, Letters 124.13-14 7 

(1) The truly good does not exist in trees or in dumb animals. That which 
is good in these is called good by indulgence. ‘What is it?’ you say. It is 
what accords with the nature of each of them. (2) But the good can in no 
way fall to a dumb animal. It belongs to a happier and superior nature. 
There is no good except where there is a piace for reason. (3) Of these 
four natures, tree, animal, man, and god, the last two, which aresational, 
have the same nature; chey differ by the fact that one is immortal, the 
other mortal. The good of one of them, god’s of course, is perfect by 
nature, the other’s, man's, by practice. (4) The remainder, which lack 
reason, are perfect only in their own nature, not truly perfect. For that is 
finally perfect which is perfect in accordance with universal nature, and 
universal nature is rational. Other things can be perfect in their own kind. 


I Clement, The teacher 1.127,10-20 (SVF 2.1116, part) 


{t} One who loves something wishes to benefit it; and that which benefits 
must be completely superior to that which does not benefit; but nothing 
18 superior to the good; therefore the good benefits. (2) God is agreed to 
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benefiting in accordance with rational judgement is nothing b 


be good; therefore god benefits. (3) But the good in so far as it is goo 
does nothing but benefit; therefore god benefits everything. (4) And o 
course he does not benefit man in one respect but not take care of hi 
nor does he take care of him but not also attend to him; for that whi 
benefits in accordance with rational judgement is superior to that whi 
does not benefit in this way; but nothing is superior to god; 


attending to man; therefore god cares for and attends to man. = 4 


J Stobaeus 2.73,1-13 (SVF 3.111) 


(1) Of goods, some are ‘in process’, others ‘in state’. Of the former ty 
are joy, delight, modest socializing; of the latter type are well-organi 
leisure, undisturbed stability, manly concentration. (2) And of those 
are ‘in state’, some are also ‘in tenor’, e.g. the virtues; but others, like tho: 
mentioned above, are ‘in state’ only. (3) ‘In tenor’ are not only the vi 
but also the other expertises in the virtuous man which are modified b 
his virtue and become unchangeable, since they become like virtues. (4 
They [the Stoics} also say that goods ‘in tenor’ include the so-call 
‘pursuits’ as well, like love of music, love of literature, love of geometr 
and the like [see 26H]. : 





K Stobaeus 2.58,5-15 (SVF 3.95, part) 


(1) Of goods, some are virtues but others are not. Prudence, moderati 
<justice> and courage are virtues; but joy, cheerfulness, confidence 
well-wishing and the like are not virtues. (2) Of virtues, some are science 
and expertises of certain things, but others are not. Prudence 
moderation and courage and justice are sciences and expertises of certain 
things, but magnanimity and vigour and strength of soul are not. And 
analogously, of bad things some are vices but others are not. 


L Stobaeus 2.70,21-71,4 (SVF 3.104, part) 


Of goods pertaining to the soul. some are characters, others are tenors 
not characters, and others are neither of these. All the virtues 
characters, but pursuits such as prophecy and the like are tenors only 
not characters. Activities in accordance with virtues are neither of th 


M Stobaeus 2.71,15-72,6 (SVF 3.106, part) Coen 


Of goods, some are final, others instrumental, and others are good 
both respects. The prudent man and the friend are only instrumen 
goods, Joy, cheerfulness, confidence and prudent walking about are o 
final goods. But all the virtues are both instrumental and final goods. 
they both generate happiness and they complete it, since they are its p 
And analogously with bad things . . . 
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N Cicero, On ends 3.27 


[Speaker: the Stoic Cato] (1) ‘Everything which is good is praiseworthy. 
But everything which is praiseworthy is honourable. Therefore that 
which is good is honourable. Does this argument appear valid? 
Certainly. You observe that the conclusion is situated in the proposition 
which is brought about by the two premises. (2) Now it is customary to 
deny the major premise and say that not everything good is praise- 
worthy. For it is granted that what is praiseworthy is honourable. (3) But 
it is the height of absurdity to claim that something is good which is not 
desirable, or desirable that is not pleasing, or if pleasing, not also valuable, 
and therefore also approvable; and so also praiseworthy. But the 
praiseworthy is honourable. So it follows that what is good is also 
honourable. 


O Diogenes Laertius 7.101 (SVF 3.92) 


They [the Stoics] hold that all goods are equal. and that every good is 
choiceworthy in the highest degree and does not admit of relaxation or 
intensification. ~. 


P Stobaeus 2.101,21-102,3 (SVF 3.626, part) 


All goods are common to the virtuous, and all that is bad to the inferior. 
Therefore a man who benefits someone also benefits himself, and one 
who does harm also harms himself. All virtuous men benefit one another 
-.. but the foolish are in the opposite situation. 


Q Cleanthes (Clement, Protrepticus 1.54,18—55,4; SVF 1.5$7) 


You ask me what the good is like? Listen then. Well-ordered, just, holy, 
pious, self-controlled, useful, honourable, due, austere, candid, always 
useful, fearless, undistressed, profitable, unpained, beneficial, contented, 
secure, friendly, precious <. . .> consistent, fair-famed, unpretentious, 
Gring, gentle, keen, patient, faultless, permanent. 


R Plutarch, On Stoic self-contradictions 1042E-F (SVF 3.85) 


lt) Chrysippus admits that good and bad things are entirely different 
m one another. This must be so if the latter, by their presence, 
immediately make men utterly unhappy while the former make them 
lappy to the highest degree. (2) He says that good things and bad are 
perceptible, writing as follows in On the end book 1: '. .. Not only are the 
Passions, grief and fear and the like, perceptible along with [people’s] 
Ippearances, but also it is possible to perceive theft and adultery and 
things, and in general, folly and cowardice and many other vices, 
menor only joy and benefactions and many other right actions but also 
ce and courage and the remaining virtues.” z 
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S Seneca, Letters 117.2 


(1) Our school holds that what is good is a body because what is good 
acts, and whatever acts is a body. What is good benefits; but in order to 
benefit, something must act; if it acts, it is a body. (2) They say that 
wisdom is a good. It follows that they must be speaking of it too as 
corporeal. ` 


+ ei e 


O The most distinctive characteristic of Stoic ethics is its restriction of the ordinary 


Greek terms for ‘good’ and ‘bad’ to what we would call the moral sense of these 
words. In the case of ‘good’ this is expressed most generally by claiming that the 
only good thing is ‘rectitude’ (59D 5) or ‘the honourable’ (to kalon, literally 
‘the beautiful’, cf. 65M 2). A comprehensive set of moral attributes exemplify- 
ing the nature of ‘the good’ is provided in Cleanthes’ little epigram (Q). Some of 
the reasons for limiting the scope of ‘good’ and ‘bad’ in this way have already 
been treated in 58A. Any Greek would have accepted the first part of the Stoic 
definition of ‘good’ — ‘benefit’ (G 1); what was controversial was the Stoics’ 
direct equation of benefit with virtue and virtuous action (ibid.). 

This is plainly not a statement of synonymy but a claim about what things in 
the world are truly beneficial. We have seen (58A 5) why ordinary ‘goods’ such 
as health and wealth fail to be beneficial in the required sense. The Stoics had 
formal arguments for the identity of ‘good’ and ‘honourable’ (morally good, cf. 
N), which look contrived and question-begging. Their best line of defence was 
the thesis that only the morally good is beneficial to man in his specific nature asa 
rational being. Seneca (H) provides the main lines of Stoic thought on the 
relationship between the good and the rational, and what he says here can be 
supplemented by many other texts (e.g. 63C—E). Human beings are taken to 
have ‘the same nature’ as god. God’s activity is one of perfect rationality 
(‘universal nature’ in this text is equivalent to god). Therefore what is good fora 
person is the perfection of his own reason (cf. Diogenes Laertius 7.94). 

Rationality, then, and the good coincide in god, and can coincide in man ifhe 
perfects his reason, Since the good is beneficial, and god is agreed to be good, 
god’s sum of activities is beneficial and helpful to man (I 4, part of an argument 
whose form has the style of Zeno and Chrysippus). Such theological and 
physical underpinning to Stoic ethics provides one of the answers to the obvious 
question, why should perfect rationality coincide with moral goodness? That 
just is the nature of god, is the Stoic reply, and as ‘parts’ of god or universal nature 
human beings are designed to find their fulfilment in this kind of good 
(cf. 54H; 63C 2-4, E, F 3). 

When Chrysippus maintains (A) that ‘universal nature’ and ‘the adminiscra- 
tion of the world’ are the foundation for Stoic theory on good and bad things, he 
is appealing to the rational and providential activities of god, conformity with 
which constitutes the good for man and lack of conformity what is bad for man 
(63C 3-4). Like Plato (see especially Laws 10) and unlike Aristotle, the Stoics 
regarded ethics as an exact science founded on the nature of the world. 

A weakness in what has been said so far may seem to be dogmatic assertions 
which have no obvious connexion with the moral discriminations which people 
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naturally make; and that difficulty can appear all the greater since Stoic thinking 
on the good is supposedly founded on what really is man’s nature. Another 
approach is found in B—F. These texts purport co show that Stoic theory of the 
good is based on che nature of man and his evolving experience of the world. If 
the bald statement in C is comparible with E2, the Stoics drew a distinction 
between the naturalness of any person's having an idea of ‘something just and 
good’ (i.e. taking some particular co be so; cf. 27 for ‘something’ = particular} 
and the fully developed Stoic theory of the truly good to which nature 
contributes only ‘seeds of knowledge’. Emphasis is placed upon the learning and 
experience required for perception of the truly good (D2, cf. E 3, 39D). Yer 
though it is different in kind from all other values, the truly good is something 
we perceive by analogical reasoning from the value of such AN (see 58} things as 
bodily strength (E 3). Now the value of AN things is uncontested, and the Stoic 
theory of ‘appropriation’ offers an explanation of why it is nacural for living 
beings to behave in ways which accord with their innate constitutions. This may 
be implicit in Chrysippus’ claim (B) that Stoic theory on good and bad things 
‘connects best with the innate preconceptions’. These preconceptions are not of 
course endowed with definite content at birth but are assumed to develop 
naturally in the course of the earliest human experience (cf. 39E). Chrysippus, 
on the evidence of D, will hardly be saying that the fully-fledged Stoic theory of 
good and bad things is an ‘inmate preconception’, The content of these 
preconceptions is likely to be the rudimentary awareness, founded on 
‘appropriation’, that certain things are natural and useful to one’s human 
constitution and others are not. (Ie is not difficult to connect the natural 
acquisition of primitive moral awareness (C) with these values.) As has already 
been seen, human consticution and thereby ‘appropriation’ evolve with the 
development of rationality (57A, B; 63E6), so that finally the perfection of 
reason becomes the one thing ‘appropriate’ and natural to che mature man (cf. 
65M 2). Yet though this, the morally good, is a different kind of vaiue from the 
objects of our primary impulse, the Stoics probably reasoned that its relation to a 
fully rational constitution is analogous to that ‘appropriation’ of things in 
accordance with nature, which all or most men would accept as the basis of 
evaluative distinctions. 

Exactly how the analogical reasoning (cf. 39D 3) is supposed to work is made 

clearer in E than in D. Taken together with 59D 4-6, D seems to envisage the 
good as a general principle of order or harmony connected with but 
transcending the natural values of which we were previously aware. E shows 
that the Tequisite reasoning is not effortless, and fills out the content of the good: 
observation enables us to distinguish morally consistent from inconsistent 
behaviour, and to identify the former as the foundation of human perfection 
teplete with all the virtues. 
. We may still ask, why should we be attracted to moral perfection? Epictetus 
mE blandly replies that this is the soul’s nature. Since the Stoics regarded all or 
Most men as imperfect, they could only accept the doctrine of P by supposing 
that external circumstances prevent the good from manifesting itself to us in 
such a way that we fully apprehend its nature (see 65M 7). Thus, as in Socratic 
ethics, moral weakness is treated as a failure to see the good as it really is. 
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According to Sextus' careful analysis in G, good is a concept of wider extension 
than virtue, but every good thing other than virtue or virtuous action has virtue 
as one of its parts. These other goods satisfy the second disjunct of the defininon 
of good, ‘benefit or not other than benefit’. Whereas virtue and virtuous action 
are wholly defined by ‘benefit’, benefit is inerinsic to but not exhaustive of such 
good things as virtuous man and friend. (‘Friendship exists only among the 
virtuous’, 67P.) The more complex classifications of goods reported by 
Stobaeus (J-M) may appear to open the door to a much more diverse set ol 
items, and to drop the essential connexion between benefit = virtue/virtuou: 
action and good. But the point of Stobaeus’ divisions, we can assume, is not tc 
give up this principle but to exhibit differences between goods in ways that are 
fully compatible with it. Thus friends (one of the examples in G) are classified as 
purely ‘instrumental’ goods: i.e. they share with the virtues the property ol 
generating happiness, but are not, in addition, its actual constituents, as is the case 
with che virtues. Joy, cheerfulness etc. are ‘final’ goods only (M), and not virtues 
(E 1). But since we know that joy, cheerfulness etc. are ‘good feelings’ (65F) 
which are peculiar to the virtuous man, they evidently arise only in such 4 
disposition. Similarly with the ‘pursuits’ of J¢ and L, which are said to be 
included in ‘virtuous tenors’ (26H). 

The relation of goods to ‘tenor’ must be handled with caution. J, where 
virtues are tenors, may appear to conflict with L, where they are said not to be 
tenors. Bur the appearance is misleading. Tenor is one kind of ‘state’, an 
enduring state, while ‘character’ is an enduring state which additionally does not 
admit of degrees (47S). Consequently ‘tenor’ (like ‘state’ itself in J 2; cf. a parallel 
case at 39E 3) seems to be used in two senses: sometimes of the genus of which 
‘character’ is one species (e.g. at SVF 3.525), sometimes for mere tenor, as a 
species of tenor alongside character, marking off those enduring states which do 
admic of degrees. Thus we can construct a tree (see diagram). 


i ' goods Fi 
wiser | | 
. i ae 2 processes (J 1) states (J 1) 
mere states (J 2) tenors (J2—4) 
re sior mere tenors (L} nyt Se characters (L) 


We can now eliminate the apparent conflict between J and L, by observing 
that the former uses ‘tenor’ in its generic sense, che latter in its specific sense. The 
Stoic doctrine is consistent. Virtues, as states of moral perfection, do not admit of 
degrees. But the wise man’s other talents, e.g. at music, do admit of degrees, 
while still counting as ‘goods’ because he uses them wisely. 


There are no degrees of virtue or vice, of happiness or unhappiness; the absence 
of variation within these mutually exclusive classes tallies with the thesis chat all 
men are either completely virtuous or completely vicious (611), perfectly happy 
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or utterly unhappy (R 1). P, ifall too briefly, makes a claim that bears crucially 
on the relation between moral goodness and happiness. If I am benefited by 
benefiting you, and vice versa, the distinction between altruism and egoism 
collapses into a single beneficial relation of mutual betterment. The coincidence 
of happiness and moral virtue, so adamantly endorsed by Plato, acquires its 
distinctive Stoic colouring in the ‘community’ of goods belonging to all the 
wise, whose life is characterized by a common set of principles (homonota, see 
note on P in vol. 2). 

Asa character of the commanding-faculty (see 61B 8), which itself consists of 
breath (53), virtue, and thus the prime instance of the good, is corporeal. 
Independent reasons for the corporeality of the good are advanced in S, and R 2 
develops one consequence of this in its interesting claim that good and bad things 
are perceptible. Passions, virtues, and vices are states of persons, and there is 
every reason to agree with the Stoics that we do perceive such things. Obvious 
cognitive problems arise about the foundations of objective moral judgement if 
R2 is denied. 

The conception of good and bad as moral benefit and moral harm 
respectively gave rise to some of the most famous Stoic paradoxes: no harm can 
affect the good man, since he cannot be injured by vice, and nothing except vice 
is harmful in the strict sense. By parity of reasoning, no inferior man can do 
anything beneficial or be the recipient of such an act (cf. SVF 3.567-81). 


61 Virtue and vice = 5 ~ SEA, 
A Diogenes Laertius 7.89 (SVF 3.39) 


(1) Virtue is a consistent character, choiceworthy for its own sake and not 
from fear or hope or anything external. (2) Happiness consists in virtue 
since virtue is a soul which has been fashioned to achieve consistency in 
the whole of life. 


B Plutarch, On moral virtue 4408-441D 


(1) Menedemus of Eretria eliminated the plurality and the differenti- 
ations of the virtues, holding that there is a single one, called by many 
names; for it is the same thing that is cailed moderation and courage and 
Justice, like ‘mortal’ and ‘man’. (2) Aristo of Chios also made virtue 
essentially one thing, which he called ‘health’. (3) It was by relativity that 
he made the virtues in a way different and plural, just as if someone 
wanted to call our vision ‘white-seeing’ when it apprehended white 
things, ‘black-seeing’ when it apprehended black things, and soon... (4) 
as the knife, while being one thing, cuts different things on different 
occasions, and fire acts on different materials although its nature is one 
and the same. (5) Zeno of Citium also ina way seems to be drifting in this 
direction when he defines prudence in matters requiring distribution as 
Justice, in matters requiring choice as moderation, and in matters 
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requiring endurance as courage. (6) In defence of this they take it to be 
science that Zeno is here calling prudence. (7) But Chrysippus, invoking 
the ‘qualified’ and holding a virtue to be constituted by its own quality, 
unwittingly stirred up, in Plato’s words, a ‘swarm of virtues’, both 
unwonted and unfamiliar. For corresponding to courage in the 
courageous man. . . and justice in the just man, he has posited graceliness 
in the graceful man . . . and greatliness in the great man . . . and filled 
philosophy with many absurd names which it does not need. (8) All these 
men agree in taking virtue to be a certain character and power of the 
soul’s commanding-faculty, engendered by reason, or rather, a character 
which is itself consistent, firm, and unchangeable reason. (9) They 
suppose that the passionate and irrational past is not distinguished from 
the rational by any distinction within the soul's nature, but the same part 
of the soul (which they call thought and commanding-faculty) becomes 
virtue and vice as it turns around and changes in passions and alterations 
of tenor or character, and contains nothing irrational within itself. {10} It 
is called irrational whenever an excessive impulse which has become 
strong and dominant carries it off towards something wrong and 
contrary to the dictates of reason. (11) For passion is vicious and 
uncontrolled reason which acquires vehemence and strength from bad 
and erroneous judgement. 


. 


C Plutarch, On Stoic self-contradictions 1034C—E 


(1) Zeno admits several different virtues, as Plato does, namely prudence, 
courage, moderation and justice, on the grounds that although insepar- 
able they are distinct and different from each other. (2) Yet in defining 
each of them he says that courage is prudence <in matters requiring 
endurance, moderation is prudence in matters requiring choice, pru- 
dence in the special sense is prudence> in matters requiring action, and 
justice is prudence in matters requiring distribution — on the grounds that 
it is one single virtue, which seems to differ in actions according to its 
dispositions relative to things. (3) And not only does Zeno seem to 
contradict himself over this, but so does Chrysippus, who criticizes 
Aristo because he said that the other virtues were dispositions of a single 
virtue, (4) yet supports Zeno for defining each of the virtues in this way. 
(5) And Cleanthes in his Physical treatises, having said that tension is a 
stroke of fire, and that if it becomes adequate in the soul to achieve what is 
fitting it is called strength and might, adds the following words: “This 
strength and might, when it arises in what seem to be matters requiring 
persistence, is self-control; when in matters requiring endurance, 
courage; concerning deserts, justice; concerning choices and avoidances, 
moderation.’ 





61 Virtue and vice 


D Stobaeus 2.63,6-24 (SVF 3.280, part) 


(1) All the virtues which are sciences and expertises share their theorems 
and, as already mentioned, the same end. Hence they are also inseparable. 
For whoever has one has all, and whoever acts in accordance with one 
acts in accordance with all. They differ from one another by their own 
perspectives. (2) For the perspectives of prudence are, primarily, the 
theory and practice of what should be done; and secondarily the theory 
also of what should be distributed, <what chosen, and what endured,> 
for the sake of infallibly doing what should be done. (3) Of moderation 
the special perspective is, primarily, to keep the impulses healthy and to 
grasp the theory of them; but secondarily, the theory of what falls under 
the other virtues, for the purpose of conducting oneself infallibly in one’s 
impulses. (4) Likewise courage primarily grasps the theory of everything 
that should be endured; and secondarily, that of what falls under the 
` other virtues. ($) And justice primarily studies individual deserts; but 
secondarily, the rest too. (6) For all the virtues focus upon the range of 
objects that belongs to all of them and upon each other’s subject-matter. 


E Seneca, Letters 113.24 


One could say, “The virtues are not a plurality of living beings, and yet 
they are living beings. For just as someone is both a poet and an orator but 
still one person, so the virtues are living beings but nota plurality of these. 
The same mind is both moderate and just and prudent and brave, being 
disposed in a certain way with respect to the individual virtues.’ 


F Plutarch, On Stoic self-contradictions 10468-F (SVF 3.299, 243) 


(1) They [the Stoics] say that the virtues are inter-entailing, not only 
because he who has one has them all but also because he who does any 
action in accordance with one does so in accordance with them all. For 
they say that a man is not perfect unless he possesses all the virtues nor an 
action either, unless it is performed in accordance with all the virtues. (2) 
But in his Moral questions book 6 Chrysippus says that the cultivated man 
is not always being courageous or the inferior man cowardly, since it is 
when certain things arise in their impressions that the former must 
remain steadfast in his decisions and the latter back away; and it is 


oe he says, that the inferior man is not always being immoderate 
either, |, 


a eits 


G Stobaeus 2.66,14—67,4 (SVF 3.560) 
(1) They [the Stoics} also say that the wise man does everything well — 
that is to say, everything that he does: for as we say that the flute-player or 


Stoic ethics 


the lyre-player does everything well, with che implications ‘everything 
to do with flute-playing, and ‘everything to do with lyre-playing’, so the 
prudent man does everything well, so far as concerns what he does, and 
not of course also what he does not do. (2) In their opinion the doctrine 
that the wise man does everything well is a consequence of his 
accomplishing everything in accordance with right reason and in 
accordance with virtue, which is expertise concerned with the whole of 
life. (3) By analogy, the inferior man does everything that he does badly 
and in accordance with all the vices. 


H Stobaeus 2.59,4-60,2; 60,9-24 (SVF 3.262, 264, part) 


(1) Prudence is the science of what should and should not be done and of 
neutral actions, or the science of things that are good and bad and neutral 
as applied to a creature whose nature is social . . . (2) Moderation is the 
science of what should be chosen and avoided and of neutral situations. 
(3) Justice is the science concerned with distributing individual deserts. 
(4) Courage is the science of things that are fearful and not fearful and 
neither of these. (5) Imprudence is <ignorance> of things that are good 
and bad and neutral, or ignorance of what should and should not be done 
and of neutral actions . . . (6) Some virtues are primary, but others are 
subordinate to these. The primary virtues are four: prudence, modera- 
tion, courage, justice . . . (7) To prudence are subordinated good sense, 
good calculation, quick-wittedness, discretion, resourcefulness; (8) to 
moderation, good discipline, seemliness, modesty, self-control; (9) to 
courage, endurance, confidence, high-mindedness, cheerfulness, indus- 
triousness; (10) to justice, piety, honesty, equity, fair dealing. 


I Diogenes Laertius 7.127 


(1) It is their [the Stoics’] doctrine that nothing is in between virtue and 
vice, though the Peripatetics say chat progress is in between these. For as, 
they say, a stick must be either straight or crooked, so a man must be 
either just or unjust, but not either more just or more unjust, and likewise 
with the other virtues. (2) Chrysippus holds that virtue can be lost, on 
account of intoxication or depression, but Cleanthes takes it to be 
irremovable owing to secure cognitions. (3) They regard virtue as 
choiceworthy for its own sake. For we are ashamed at our bad behaviour 
as if we knew that rectitude is the only good. And virtue is sufficient for 
happiness. 


J Plutarch, On common conceptions 1076A (SVF 3.246) 


[According to Chrysippus:] ‘Zeus does not exceed Dion in virtue, and 
Zeus and Dion, given that they are wise, are benefited alike by each other 
whenever one encounters a movement of the other.’ 
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E Diogenes Laertius 7.91 (SVF 3.223) OE $ 
Virtue is teachable . . . as is evident from the fact that inferior men become 
good. 


L Stobaeus 2.65,8 (SVF 1.566, part) 


[Cleanthes says] All men have naturai tendencies to virtue. 


M Alexander, On fate 196,24-197,3 (SVF 2.984, part) 


(1) ‘If, they [the Stoics] say, ‘those things are in our power of which we 
are also capable of the opposites, and it is to such cases that praise and 
blame and encouragements and discouragements and punishments and 
rewards are given, being prudent and having the virtues will noc be in the 
power of those who have them, since they are no longer capable of 
receiving the vices which are opposite to the virtues. And in like manner 
vices will not be in the power of those who are bad. For it is not in their 
power to be bad no longer. (2) Bur it is ridiculous to deny that the virtues 
and vices are in our power and that praise and blame are given with 
respect to these. (3) Therefore, what is in our power is not like this.’ 


N Alexander, On fate 199.14-22 (SVF 3.658, part) 


(1) Lf virtue and vice alone, in their [the Scoics’] opinion, are good and bad 
respectively, and no other creatures are capable of receiving either of 
them; (2) and if the majority of men are bad, or rather, if there have been 
just one or two good men, as their fables maintain, like some absurd and 
unnatural creature rarer than the Ethiopians’ phoenix; (4) and if all bad 
men are as bad as each other, without any differentiation, and all who are 
not wise are all alike mad, (4) how could man not be the most miserable 
of all creatures in having vice and madness ingrown in him and allotted? 


O Cicero, Tusculan disputations 4.29,34—5 


(1) Viciousness is a tenor or character which is inconsistent in the whole of 
life and out of harmony with itself . . . (2) It is che source of disturbances 
which.. . are disorderly and agitated movements of the mind, at variance 
with reason and utterly hostile to peace of mind and of life. (3) For they 
cause troubling and severe ailments, oppressing the mind and weakening 
it with fear. They also inflame the mind with excessive longing . . . a 
mental powerlessness completely in conflict with temperance and 


a - - - (4) So the only cure for those vices is situated in virtue 
alone. 


P Marcus Aurelius 8.14 


Whoever you meet, say to yourself at once: ‘What are his doctrines 
conceming good and bad things?’ For if he has doctrines of a certain sort 
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concerning pleasure and pain and their sources, and fame and its absence, 
and death and life, I shall not think ic remarkable or strange if he acts as he 
does. I shall remember chat he is compelled to act in this way. 


Q Plutarch, On Stoic self-contradictions 10398 (SVF 3.761, part) 


Later he [Chrysippus] says that it is appropriate even for inferior men to 
continue to live .. . ‘For, to begin with, virtue quite on its own has no 
relevance to our living, and similarly neither is vice of any relevance to 
our needing to depart.’ 


R Plutarch, On Stoic self-contradictions 1050F, 1051A—B (SVF 2.1181, part; 
1182) 


(1) In his On nature book 2 he [Chrysippus] writes as follows: ‘Vice, by 
comparison with terrible accidents, has its own peculiar explanation. (2) 
For in a way it does occur in accordance with the rationale (logos) of 
nature, and its occurrence is not, so to speak, useless in relation to the 
whole world. (3) For otherwise the good would not exist either.’ . . . (4) 
Again, in On justice book 2, having described the gods as resistant to 
certain acts of wrong-doing, he says: (5) ‘Vice cannot be removed 
completely, nor is it right that it should be removed.’ 


S Plutarch, On moral progress 75c (SVF 3.539, part) 


(1) So in philosophy we should assume neither progress nor any 
perception of progress, if the soul discards and purges itself of none of its 
stupidity, but deals in absolute badness right up to its acquisition of the 
absolute and perfect good. (2) In that case, the wise man has changed ina 
moment from the greatest possible worthlessness to an unsurpassable 
virtuous character, and has suddenly shed all the vice of which he failed to 
remove even a part over a considerable time. 


T Plutarch, On common conceptions 1063a—8 (SVF 3.539, part) 


"Yes’, they [the Stoics] say, ‘but just as in the sea the man an arm’s length 
from the surface is drowning no less than the one who has sunk five 
hundred fathoms, so even those who are getting close to virtue are no less 
in a state of vice than those who are far from it. And just as the blind are 
blind even if they are going to recover their sight a little later, so those 
progressing remain foolish and vicious right up to their attainment of 
virtue.’ 


U Plutarch, On common conceptions 10628 


What you would find most extraordinary . . . is their [the Stoics’] belief 
that, having got virtue and happiness, a man often does not even perceive 
them, but it eludes him that he has now become both prudent and 
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supremely happy when a moment earlier he was utterly wretched and 
foolish 


O As the primary species of good, virtue is supremely beneficial or useful to its 
possessor (60G; cf. 26A). It can be summed up as ‘the natural perfection of a 
rational being as a rational being’ (Diogenes Laertius 7.94), a perfection brought 
about by the person himself on the foundation of his innate mental equipment 
(cf. 57A 5; 60H 3). The unlikelihood of anyone’s achieving this utterly secure 
and faultless character was admitted by Stoic philosophers (N 2). Yet they 
insisted on its possibility (K; 54H 4), its relation to all men’s natural tendencies 
(L; cf. 59A), and its coincidence with happiness (A 2, U). Because happiness is 
wholly constituted by virtue, virtue is ‘choiceworthy for its own sake’ (A I), and 
not as a means to achieving anything, including happiness, other than itself 
(contrast Epicurus, 210—P). That was the essence of Socratic ethics, and the 
Stoics showed their indebtedness to Socrates and Plato in treating virtue as an 
‘expertise concerned with the whole of life’ and analogous to the ability to ‘do 
well’ in professional pursuits (G 1-2; for the concepts of expertise, science, and 
pursuit, see 41H; 42; 26H). Central to Stoic ethics is the claim that virtue is an 
ucterly self-sufficient art of living. At its most general, it embraces the whole of 
philosophy (26A), and includes the virtue(s) of dialectic (31B—C), as well as che 
more familiar moral excellences. 

The good itself was characterized as agreement or consistency (59D 5), and 
this notion, filling our what is beneficial about goodness, is incorporated in the 
standard account of virtue as a ‘consistent character’ (A 1, B 8). Homologia, the 
term translated ‘consistency’, was ideally suited to capture the essence of Stoic 
virtue, since its linguistic form (homo-logia) is interpretable as ‘harmony of (or 
with) reason’. Virtue, then, is rational consistency, a character of the soul’s 
commanding-faculty (B8; cf. 60G). The distinctively Stoic conception of 
rationality emerges in their claim that the soul's powers cannot be divided, as 
other Greek philosophers proposed, into rational and irrational. (For Posidonius’ 
Tetum to this alternative model, see 65K.) The commanding-faculty (see 53G— 
H) is rational through and through. The ‘irrationality’ which constitutes vice is 
an aberrant state of the unitary reason (B 9-11). This ‘monistic psychology’, asit 
is sometimes called, helps to explain such doctrines as the absence of degrees of 
virtue or vice, or of any intermediate state (I x, T). A person's reasoning faculty 
is conceived as being either consistent or inconsistent; this consistency, or the 
virtues it promotes, is analogous to the straightness of a perfectly straight line (I). 
Itis their inability to admit degrees that earns virtues their technical designation 
‘character’ (diathesis: At, B8; 47S 2: 60L). 

The four ‘primary’ virtues (H 6) had been canonical since the time of Plato. The 

thesis that they are inseparable had won widespread acceptance, and its 

onginator Socrates, as represented for example in Plato's Protagoras, may well 
have meant by it that they are essentially identical — alternative characterizations 
ofa single state of mind, knowledge of good and bad. At any rate, that extreme 

Version of the unity thesis was standard in the fourth-century Socratic schools, 

represented ac B1 by Menedemus. 
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The Stoic Aristo’s thesis (B 2-4; see also 29E) is itself self-consciously Socratic, 
identifying che unitary virtuous state of soul as ‘health’, or, in another source, 
‘knowledge of good and bad’, and regarding the individual virtues as merely 
accidental differenciations of this state duc to circumstances — courage when it is 
applied to matters requiring endurance, justice when applied to matters 
requiring distribution, etc. Zeno may have seemed to legitimize this thesis by his 
own definition of each virtue as ‘prudence in matters requiring . . .' (B 5, C 2). 
Aristo’s contemporary Cleanthes (C 5) reasonably enough took ‘prudence’ to 
designate an identical state of soul in each of its occurrences in Zeno’s definitions, 
and Aristo’s position is essentially the same. For a parallel Stoic treatment of 
vices, cf. 411. 

But Zeno is also reported (C 1) to have believed in a plurality of different 
virtues. Chrysippus was therefore probably right, from the point of view of 
orthodoxy, to criticize Aristo's position and defend Zeno’s definitions (C 4) by 
the suggestion that his ‘prudence’ (phronésis) was equivalent to ‘science’ 
(epistemé, B 6; 2 standard Socratic equivalence). This enabled him to interpret 
cach of the primary virtues in Zeno’s definitions as constituting a different scence 
—a view reflected in the canonical definitions in H (cf. also 60K 2). Chrysippus 
put this point technically by locating the virtues in the genus of the ‘qualified’, 
making each of them a distinct quality of the soul (B 7, cf. E; see further 28-9). 

A notable merit of the Chrysippean version is that it is better equipped than 
Aristo’s account to explain why we should continue to describe a man as 
courageous even when he is not employing his courage. Its corresponding 
disadvantage, from the Stoic point of view, is that it now becomes much less 
obvious why the virtues should be inseparable. 

Chrysippus’ defence of the inseparability thesis emerges from D. A primary 
virtue, being a science (cf. 60K 2), is characterized by its constituent theorems 
(see 26C; 42), which we can take to be principles of conduct. All the virtues have 
their theorems in common, but from differing perspectives. Each takes as its 
primary perspective the theorems governing its own special area of conduct: this 
is sufficient to differentiate it as a distinct virtue. But each takes as a secondary 
perspective the theorems governing other areas of conduct; and this is sufficient 
to guarantee that they have all their theorems in common, and hence are 
inseparable. This doctrine of ‘secondary perspective’ (cf. 63G) could be 
defended with the following example. A moderate act may not itself be 
properly described as a brave act. Even $o, it is a necessary condition of the act’s 
being moderate that it should not be performed with cowardice, injustice of 
folly. And this can only be guaranteed if the moderate man has mastered the 
principles of conduct, or ‘theorems’, proper to courage, justice and prudence. 
To this extent, but to this extent only, to act in accordance with moderation is to 
act ‘in accordance with all the virtues’ (D 1, F 1). (Thus the contradiction alleged 
by Plutarch in F is illusory: when Chrysippus says that the virtuous man n 
not always manifest his courage in action, he is naturally thinking of courage 25 
normally understood, and as defined by its primary perspective.) 


We follow convention in translating kakia, the contradictory of areté (virtue), by 
‘vice’; but the modem associations of ‘vice’ should be discounted here. Kakia is 
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the noun answering to the commonest Greek adjective for ‘bad’. In Stoic usage 
the relevant badness is exclusively moral defectiveness/absence of perfection, 
which covers the whole range of moral dispositions, including those of men 
‘making progress’, which are not virtue. This indiscriminate treatment of all 
who fall short of moral perfection (N 3) was an inevitable consequence of I 1: the 
denial of any intermediate state or of degrees of virtue or vice (T, U). The 
decisive characteristic of virtue is the absolute firmness of the wise man's 
rationality (B8), the certitude of his knowledge which guarantees his ‘domg 
everything well’ (G). This is what the person who has made maximum progress 
still lacks (591), and it helps to explain the bold claim that a wise man is as 
virtuous as Zeus (J), and also Chrysippus’ disagreement with Cleanthes 
concerning the possible loss of virtue (I 2). Cleanthes took it that the wise man’s 
understanding of true values is so secure that nothing could ever change his 
moral disposinon. Chrysippus seems to have supposed that even the wise man 
could be knocked off balance by (presumably uncontrollable) factors such as 
depression and intoxication, and would then (temporarily?) lose the perfect 
consistency of his soul's ‘tension’. This was perhaps no more than an ad hominem 
response to the objection that even a wise man could be the victim of 
circumstances outside his control (cf. 66G). 

Vice is the negation of virtue, and its principal characteristics were established 
by parity of reasoning (F 2, G 3, H 5, O 1): note the emphasis on ignorance and 
inconsistency. The injuries which bad men do are injurious to themselves, just as 
virtuous acts redound to the benefit of their agents as well as those affected by 
them (60P). This point fits the Stoics’ practice of interpreting virtue and vice in 
terms of mental health, a conception which is cardinal to the idenuty of virtue 
with happiness and vice with unhappiness. Medical analogies had been 
characteristic of Greek philosophical ethics since Socrates and Plato (for 
Epicurus, see 25C); but the Sroics elaborated the point in distinctive detail, as is 
evident from their ‘pathology’ of the emotions (65). That subject must be 
treated later in its own right. What should be noticed here is the conception of 
vice as mental sickness, manifesting itself in emotional disturbances which are 
contrary to virtuous dispositions (O). The foundation of such ‘sickness’ is 
ignorance, or errors of value judgement (B 11, P). (For their causes and cure, see 
65.) Passages such as P (which abound in Marcus Aurelius and Epictetus) 
indicate that committed Stoics tempered the harshness of their absolute moral 
categories by a charitable attitude towards those whose values are mistaken. 
Virtue is what human life is ultimately for; but living involves having the 
wherewithal to live, which requires an adequate provision of the ‘preferred 
indifferents’; suicide is not required of the man who lacks virtue (Q, cf. 66G)! 


As determinists (see 38; 55; 62) the Stoics were faced with problems concerning 
the propriety of taking virtue and vice to be 'in our power’. Apart from 

cterminism, however, their conception of virtue and vice as absolute and 
mutually exclusive characters rendered any transition from one to the other 
problematical. Yet they insisted that ‘inferior men become good’ (K; cf. 54H 4}. 
This is technically in conflict with M, where moral responsibility (‘being in our 
Power’) is asserted, but detached from the possibility of receiving the opposite 
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character: we can be praised or blamed for our moral character, even though, 
once having acquired it, we are incapable of acquiring its opposite. But some 
oversimplification may be suspected here, since the central point, that our 
responsibility for our moral character cannot depend on its being open to us to 
acquire the opposite character (cf. 62G 1), requires only the weaker, and more 
orthodox, premise that such transitions are normally not possible. The rare 
exceptions noted in N 2 may be exempted from the generalization. Nor does 
anything in M conflict with the thesis that one vicious person may be much 
closer than another to attaining virtue (T). In line with this, the Stoics defended 
what their critics found paradoxical: the change from vice to virtue is 
instantaneous (S), and may even elude the notice of the person undergoing it 
(U). Since virtue and vice are related as contradictories, no intermediate, 
transitional state is possible. 

A further problem was how to reconcile the existence of vice with a world 
providentially organized to be the best possible (see 54). The Stoics faced 
difficulties similar to those of Christian theologians, but they rejected any 
conception of original sin (see 65M 3-8). Among their various defences, that 
found in R and 54Q is the most prominent: vice is compatible with cosmic 
order, since without it its opposite could not exist. Moreover, from the cosmic 
perspective harmony prevails in the whole, even if it is not perceptible from the 
human position (see 541). 
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A Hippolytus, Refutation of all heresies 1.21 (SVF 2.975) 


They too (Zeno and Chrysippus] affirmed that everything is fated, with 
the following model. When a dog is tied to a cart, ifit wants to follow itis 
pulled and follows, making its spontaneous act coincide with necessity, 
but if it does not want to follow it will be compelled in any case. So it is 
with men too: even if they do not want to, they will be compelled in any 
case to follow what is destined. 


B Cleanthes, quoted by Epictetus, Manual 53 (SVF 1.527) 


Lead me, Zeus and Destiny, wherever you have ordained for me. For I 
shall follow unflinching. But if I become bad and am unwilling, I shall 
follow none the less. 


C Cicero, On fate 39-43 (SVF 2.974) 


(1) The ancient philosophers had taken two views. There had been those 
who thought that all things came about by fate, in such a way that that 
fate applied the force of necessity. That was the view taken by 
Democritus, Heraclitus, Empedocles and Aristotle. (2) The holders of the 
other view believed that there are voluntary motions of our minds, free 
from all face. (3) My own impression is that Chrysippus wanted to act as 
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unofficial umpire between these views, and to strike a happy medium. 


But while his leanings are more towards those who want the motions of 
our minds to be freed from necessity, in developing his own personal 
account he slides into difficulties which lead him unintentionally to assert 
the necessity of fate. (4) Let us see how this works out in the context of 
assent, which I treated in my first disquisition. Those ancient thinkers 
who heid that all things come about through fate said that acts of assent 
were the result of force and necessity. Their opponents, on the other 
hand, freed acts of assent from fate, denying that they could, if made 
subject to fate, be dissociated from necessity. They argued as follows: ‘If 
all things come about through fate, all things come about through an 
antecedent cause, And if impulses do this, so do the things which are 
consequent upon impulse; therefore so do acts of assent. But if the cause 
ofimpulse is not located in us, neither is assent itself in our power. If that is 
so, not even the results of impulse are in our power. Therefore neither 
acts of assent nor actions are in our power. The result is that neither 
commendations nor reproofs nor honours nor punishments are just.’ 
Since this argument is unsound, they think it a plausible inference that 
not all events come about through fate. (5) But Chrysippus, disapprov- 


antecedent causes, distinguishes between kinds of cause, in order to 
escape necessity while retaining fate. ‘Of causes’, he explains, ‘some are 
complete and primary, others auxiliary and proximate. Hence when we 


say that all things come about through fate by antecedent causes, we do 
not mean this to be understood as ‘by complete and primary causes’, but 


‘by auxiliary and proximate causes’. (6) He thus counters the argument 
which I expounded a moment ago in the following way: ‘If all things 
come about through fate, it does follow that all things come about by 
Prior causes — not however by primary and complete causes, but by 





not follow that not even impulse is in our power. If, on the other hand, 
we said that all things come about by complete and primary causes, it 


would follow that, since these causes were not in our power, impulse 
would not be in our power either.’ (7) Therefore against those who 
introduce fate in such a way as to import necessity, the earlier argument 
will be valid. But it will have no validity against those who will not speak 
of the antecedent causes as complete or primary. (8) He thinks that he can 
easily explain the statement that acts of assent come about by prior causes. 
For although assent cannot occur unless it is prompted by an impression, 
nevertheless, since it has that impression as its proximate, not its primary, 
cause, Chrysippus wants it to have the rationale which I mentioned just 
now. He does not want assent, at least, to be able to occur without the 
stimulus of some external force (for assent must be prompted by an 
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impression). But he resorts to his cylinder and spinning-top: these cannot 
begin to move without a push; but once that has happened, he holds that 
it is thereafter through their own nature that the cylinder rolls and the top 
spins. (9) ‘Hence," he says, ‘just as the person who pushed the cylinder 
gave it its beginning of motion but not its capacity for rolling, likewise, 
although the impression encountered will print and, as it were, emblazon 
its appearance on the mind, assent will be in our power. And assent, just as 
we said in the case of the cylinder, although prompted from outside, will 
thereafter move through its own force and nature. (10) If something 
were brought about without an antecedent cause, it would be untrue that 
al] things come about through fate. Buc if it is plausible that all events 
have an antecedent cause, what ground can be offered for not conceding 
that all things come about through fate? It is enough to understand what 
distinction and difference obtains between causes. 





D Gellius 7.2.6-13 (SVF 2.1000, part) STK 


{1) Against this (the objection that Stoic ‘fate’ is inconsistent with the 
condemnation of wrongdoing] Chrysippus has many subtle and acute 
arguments, but virtually all his writings on the issue make the following 
point. ‘Although it is true’, he says, ‘that all things are enforced and linked 
through fate by a certain necessary and primary rationale, nevertheless 
our minds’ own degree of regulation by face depends on their peculiar 
quality. (2) For if our minds’ initial natural make-up is a healthy and 
beneficial one, ail that external force exerted upon them asa result of fate 
slides over them fairly smoothly and without obstruction. But if they are 
coarse, ignorant, inept, and unsupported by education, then even if they 
are under little or no pressure from fated disadvantages, they still, 
through their own ineptitude and voluntary impulse, plunge themselves 
into continual wrongdoings and transgressions. (3) And the very fact that 
it turns out this way is the product of that natural and necessary sequence 
of things called ‘fate’. For it is in itself a virtually fated and sequential rule 
that bad minds should not be without wrongs and transgressions. (4) He 
then uses an illustration of this fact which is fairly appropriate and 
appealing. ‘Just as’, he says, ‘if you push a stone cylinder on steeply 
sloping ground, you have produced the cause and beginning of its 
forward motion, but soon it rolls forward not because you are stl 

making it do so, but because such are its form and smooth-rolling shape— 
so too the order, rationale and necessity of fate sets in motion the actual 
types of causes and their beginnings, but the deliberative impulses of our 
minds and our actual actions are controlled by our own individual will 
and intellect. (5) In accordance with this he then says (and these are his 
actual words): ‘Hence the Pythagoreans are right to say “You will learn 
that men have chosen their own troubles”, meaning that che harm they 
suffer lies in each individual’s own hands, and that it is in accordance with 
their impulse and their own mentality and character that they go wrong 
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and are harmed.’ (6) For these reasons he denies that those who, whether 


_ through laziness or through wickedness, are harmful and reckless, should 


be tolerated and given a hearing, if when caught red-handed they cake 
refuge in the necessity of fate, as if it were the shrine of a temple, and say 
that their worst misdeeds are attributable to fate, and not to their own 
recklessness. 

E Diogenes Laertius 7.23 sony te ae 

The story goes that Zeno was flogging 2 slave for stealing. ‘I was fated to 
steal’, said the slave. ‘And to be flogged’, was Zeno’s reply. 


F Diogenianus (Eusebius, Evangelical preparation 6.8.25-9; SVE 2.998) 


’ kind; and in book 2 he tries to resolve the absurd apparent consequences 





of the thesis that everything is necessitated, which we set out at the start — 
for example, that it is instrumental in destroying our own self-motivated 
determination concerming censures, commendations and encourage- 


ments, and everything that seems to come about as a result of our own 
causation. (2) Hence he says in book 2 that it is obvious thac many things 


originate from us, but that these too are none the less co-fated along with 
the government of the world, (3) And he uses certain exampies, like the 


following. Thar the cloak should not perish, he says, was fated not 
absolutely but together with its being looked after. Someone's escaping 
from the enemy was fated together with his running away from the 
enemy. And having children was fated together with wanting to have 
intercourse with a woman. (4) For just as, he says, if someone said that 
Hegesarchus the boxer would come out of the fight without sustaming a 
single punch, it would be ridicuious to expect Hegesarchus to fight with 
his hands by his sides on the ground that he was fated to come out 
without sustaining a punch, since the person making the deniai said i 
because of the man's superior guard against being punched, so too iris in 
other matters. (5) For many things cannot come about without our 





wanting therm and applying the most intense determination and efforts _ 





over them, since it is together with this, he says, that they are fated to 
come about, 





” G Alexander, On fate 181,13-182,20 (SVF 2.979) 


(1) For they (the Stoics] deny that man has the freedom to choose 

etween opposite actions, and say that it is what comes about through us 
that is in our power. (2) For, they say, of the things which exist and come 
to be. different ones have different natures. Animate things have 
different natures from inanimate, and not even all che animate have the 
same nature; for existing things’ differences in species indicate the 
differences between their natures. And what each does is in accordance 
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with its proper nature: what a stone does is in accordance with a stone's 
nature, what a fire does is in accordance with a fire's nature, and what an 
animal does is in accordance with an animal’s nature. Hence, they say, 
none of the things each of them does in accordance with its proper nature 
can be otherwise: everything they do is done of necessity. (3) By 
‘necessity’ here they mean not that due to compulsion, but that due to the 
incapacity of something of such a nature, given such circumstances, 
circumstances which are at the time incapable of not obtaining, to move 
in a different way from that in which it does. (4) For the stone, if released 
froma height, and not prevented, cannot fail to travel downwards. Since 
it has weight in itself and weight is the natural cause of this kind of 
motion, whenever the external causes which encourage the stone's 
natural motion are also present, the stone of necessity moves with its 
natural motion. And these causes of its moving are, at the time, 
unconditionally and necessarily present. Not only is it incapable of not 
moving when they are present, but it also moves of necessity at that time, 
and such a movement is brought about by fate through the stone. (5) The 
same account applies to the other things: they say that what applies to 
inanimate objects applies to animals too. For animals too have a certain 
natural motion, namely motion in accordance with impulse. Every 
animal qua animal moves, when it moves, in accordance with impulse -a 
motion which is brought about by fate through the animal. (6) . . . They 
say that the motions brought about by fate through animals are ‘in the 
power of” the animals. In terms of necessity their motions are like 
everything else, since for them too the external causes must, at the time, 
be present of necessity, with che result that in some such way it is of 
necessity that they enact their self-propelled motion in accordance with 
impulse. But because these motions come about through impulse and 
assent, whereas the motions of those other things come about because of 
weight, heat or some other cause, they call this motion ‘in the power of” 
the animals, but do not call each of those others ‘in the power of” the 
stone, or the fire. (7) Such, in brief, is their doctrine concerning that 
which is in our power. 


H Alexander, On fate 185,7-11 (SVF 2.982) 0? ee a 
Their [the Stoics’] reliance on the argument ‘If in identical circumstances 
someone will act differently on different occasions, an uncaused motion 
is introduced’, with their consequent assertion that it is not possible for 
someone to perform the opposite action to the one he will perform, 
suggests an oversight on their part. . . 


I Alexander, On fate 205,24-206,2 {SVF 2.1002) 
(1) For they [the Stoics} take it that everything naturally constituted is 
such as it is in accordance with fate, ‘natural’ being the same thing as ‘in 


390 , 


62 Moral responsibility 


accordance with fate’, (2) and they add ‘Therefore it will be in 
accordance with fate that animals have perceptions and impulses. And 
some animals will merely be active, while others will perform rational 
actions. And some will do wrong, while others will perform right 
actions. For these are natural to them. (3) But so long as wrong and right 
actions remain, and their natures and qualities are not removed, there also 
remain commendations and censures, punishments and honours. For 
such are the sequence and order to which they are subject.’ 


J Alexander, On fate 207,5-21 (SVF 2.1003) 


(1) They (the Stoics] say: ‘For it is not the case that while fate is of this 
kind, destiny does not exist; nor that while destiny exists, apportionment 
does not; nor that while apportionment exists, retribution does not; nor 
that while retribution exists, law does not; nor that while law exists, there 
does not exist right reason enjoining what must be done and prohibiting 
what must not be done. (2) But it is wrong actions that are prohibited, 
and right actions that are enjoined. Therefore it is not the case that while 
fate is of this kind wrong and right actions do not exist. (3) But if wrong 
and right actions exist, so do virtue and vice. If these exist, so do rectitude 
and turpitude. But rectitude is commendable and turpitude is reprehen- 
sible. Therefore it is not the case that while fate is of such a kind, 
commendable and reprehensible do not exist. (4) But commendable 
things deserve honour, and reprehensible things deserve punishment. 
Therefore it is not the case that while fate is of this kind, honour and 
punishment do not exist. (5) But honour is the bestowal of privilege, and 
punishment is correction. Therefore it is not the case that while fate is of 


accordance with fate — right and wrong actions, honours, punishments, 
bestowals of privilege, commendations and censures. 


K Epictetus, Discourses 1.1.7-12 


(1) Fittingly enough, the one thing which the gods have placed in our 
power is the one of supreme importance, the correct use of impressions. 
(2) The other things they have not placed in our power. Is this because 
they didn’t want to? My belief is that they would have entrusted them to 
us too, had they been able to, but that they simply weren’t able. For we 
are on the earth and bound by an earthly body and earthly partners. How 
then could we have failed to be hampered by externals with regard to 
these things? (3) What does Zeus say? ‘Epictetus, if it had been possible, I 
would have made your wretched body and trappings free and 
unhindered. But as it is, please note, this body is not your own, but a 
subtle mixture of clay. Since, however, I was not able to do this, I gave 
¥ou a portion of myself, this power of impulse and repulsion, desire and 
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aversion — in a word, the power to use impressions. If you take care of it 
and place in it everything you have, you will never be blocked, never 
hindered. You will never complain, never blame, never flatter anyone.’ 


O The Stoic world is governed by a fate which predetermines every detail of every 


world cycle. This determinism has its basis in both logic (38) and physics (55). Is 
ethics the loser? So any Epicurean would maintain, on the ground that moral 
responsibility is flacly incompatible with determinism (see 20). Since the Stoics 
themselves certainly hold otherwise, they are often called ‘compauibilists’ by 
scholars (ct. C 3). This, however, may understate the position. On the Stoic view 
determinism and moral responsibility are not merely compatible, they actually 
presuppose each other (I, J; 530). 

There is no evidence that the first generation of Stoics fekt any tension 
between fate and morality. This is because, to judge from A and B, ‘fate’ for 
them corresponded to a fairly traditional Greek picture of human destiny, 
Certain salient features of your life are laid down from the outset: your principal 
achievements and failures, your progeny, your illnesses, the day of your death. 
Any attempt to circumvent these landmarks in your life will inevitably be 
frustrated, such is the power of fate. What early Stoicism adds, or at least states 
with a new emphasis, is that fare's plan for you is thoroughly providential. This 
world is the best possible, and you are in it to perform a very specific role. 
Recognizing your own apparent setbacks are part of the great design is thus held 
out as a source of comfort and optimism. The main point made by A and B is 
that moral goodness largely consists in living willingly and to the best of your 
ability the life assigned to you by fare (cf. 63C). If instead you resent your ill 
fortune, you remain powerless to avert it, and by standing against the plans of 
providence you become morally bad. 

Whatever the precise scope of ‘fate’ here (see also E for an extra refinement), 
there is no suggestion yet (cf. especially B) that our own attitudes are also fully 
predetermined. That further tightening of the screw is what eventually 
produces Stoic determinism, a doctrine which the sources overwhelmingly link 
wich the name of Chrysippus. On what became through him the canonical Stoic 
position, there is no detail, however minute, that escapes the causal nexus of fate: 
55J-Q; cf. 52. 

The problems of determinism now become inescapable. How can our 
individual impulses and actions be ‘in our power’, if they were necessary all 
along? How, in other words, can we be held responsible for them if it is not the 
case that we could have done otherwise (C 4, D 6)? And why need we deliberate 
and make decisions at all, if our actions will ensue regardless (the ‘Lazy 
Argument’: see 55S 1)? 

This lase question is relatively easily answered. We deliberate and make 
decisions because that is the means by which many of our actions are fated to 
come about (F; 55S 2-3). But such a solution is bought at the price of exposing 
even more starkly the apparent unavailability to us of alternative decisions. Lt is 
to this, therefore, that we must turn. 

It may be tempting to suppose that an agent is responsible only when he 
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‘could have done otherwise" in the strong sense that nothing, internal or external 
to him, had predetermined the action which in the event he chose. To the Stoics 
this is unintelligible. Not only does it contravene the fundamental logical and 
metaphysical laws on which the fate doctrine is founded (H; 38G; 55N 2), it also 
requires that people be capable of acting contrary to their moral character (G; cf. 
61M). Yet it would be absurd to suggest that what makes a bad man responsible 
for his misdeed is that he was ac that moment capable ot performing a good deed, 
or, even more repugnant, that a good man is responsible for his good deeds 
because he is capable of morally bad acts. 

Even so, Chrysippus is reluctant to abandon altogether the ‘could have done 
otherwise’ criterion. For if there is no sense in which alternative actions (or 
abstentions from acting) are possible for us, our actual actions become necessary. 
And although he seems at times to have accepted that fate in some sense 
necessitates (D, F, G; 55M 3), his more interesting tactic, emphasized in Cicero's 
On fate, was that of trying to separate causal determination from necessitation. 
His method was to retain a notion of counterfactual possibility: 38E3. We 
suggest in the commentary on 38 chat this amounted to opportunity: when 
someone has committed a crime, given his criminal character and the 
temptation that confronted him there was no possibility that he would not 
commit it, but he may be held responsible provided that it was possible for him 
not to commit it, i.c. thar he had the opportunity to do otherwise. 

A further way in which fate is separated from necessitation is in terms of 
causes: C. We have attempted in 55 commentary to distinguish the types of 
cause invoked by Chrysippus in C. Here, for the sake of simplicity, we will just 
speak of them as ‘primary’ and ‘triggering’ causes. A man’s moral character is the 
primary cause of his performing good or bad acts. Each act additionally requires 
a triggering cause, normally in the form of a sense-impression, since all acts are 
somehow responses to external circumstances. Bur because the major share of 
responsibility belongs to the primary cause, the triggering cause cannot itsclf be 
said to necessitate the assent which initiates his action. (fc would, for instance, be 
strange to suggest that a dangled carrot compels a donkey to move, however 
inevitable that resule may be: the principal cause is the donkey's own stupidity.) 
Now what kind of causation is exerted by fate? From a cosmic perspective, fate is 
the entire conjunction of causes: especially 55N. But from the point of view of 
the human individual, there is a sharp divide between himself, comprising his 
beliefs, moral qualities, etc. and the external world with which he interacts. It 
would seem absurd to him to become 2 mere spectator of a single undifferen- 
nated causal nexus in which his own beliefs and attitudes were swallowed up. He 
Must, especially when the apportionment of responsibility is at issue, distinguish 
himself from the chain of external influences. Thus fate, from his point of view, 
is the set of external causes which, by acting upon him, work to bring about their 
destined effects, But since these external causes are no more than triggering 
causes, he cannot hold them in any strong sense responsible for his actions, let 
alone sufficient to necessitate them. The primary cause is himself. 

That, then, is the solution to the responsibility issue sketched by Chrysippus in 
c, and alluded to at 55R. A variant version, exemplified in D and F and made 
explicit at G 3, was to concede that fate necessitates but to distinguish the kind of 
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necessity involved from compulsion. On either version, answerability for our 
actions in no way requires an open future and might even be seriously 
jeopardized by one. What it requires is a proper system for apportioning 
responsibility between the relevant causal factors. For actions to be ‘in our 
power’ is simply for us to be their principal causes: G. Fate can be said to bring 
them about through us. 

This is perhaps promising as an explanation of how we actually allocate moral 
credit and discredit from day to day. What may seem less clear is why, in such an 
inflexibly structured world, the notion of individual morality should have any 
place at all. Now if the dominating causal nexus were purely mechanical, as in an 
atomistic universe, Chrysippus might accept that his theory did not vindicate 
morality, but merely accounted for the illusion of it. On the Stoic view, 
however, morality belongs first and foremost to the entire cosmic plan. It is 
from there that it filters down to individual human lives — a thesis supported in J 
by a Sorites, or Lietle-by-lietle Argument (for the logical form of which, see 37D 
and commentary), sliding from the notion of fate, through increasingly moral 
concepts, to individual responsibility. Far from conflicting with moralicy, face is 
the moral structure of the world (cf. also D 3, I; 530). Our minds are fragments 
of the divine mind, and by lining up our own impulses with the pre-ordained 
good we can achieve individual goodness, and the only true freedom (K; cf. 
D 1-2, 67M-O). 


63 The end and happiness l : 


A Stobaeus 2.77,16-27 (SVF 3.16) 


(1) They [the Stoics] say that being happy is the end, for the sake of which 
everything is done, but which is not itself done for the sake of anything. 
This consists in living in accordance with virtue, in living in agreement, 
or, what is the same, in living in accordance with nature. (2) Zeno defined 
happiness in this way: ‘Happiness is a good flow of life.’ Cleanthes too has 
made use of this definition in his writings, as have Chrysippus and all their 
successors, saying that happiness is no different from the happy life. (3) 
Yet they say that while happiness is set up as a target, the end is to obtain 
happiness, which is the same as being happy. 


B Stobaeus 2.75,11-76,8 

(1) Zeno represented the end as: ‘living in agreement’. This is living in 
accordance with one concordant reason, since those who live in conflict 
are unhappy. (2) His successors expressed this in a more expanded form, 
‘living in agreement with nature’, since they took Zeno’s statement to be 
an incomplete predicate. (3) Cleanthes, his first successor, added ‘with 
nature’, and represented it as follows: ‘the end is living in agreement with 
nature’. (4) Chrysippus wanted to make this clearer and expressed it thus: 
‘living in accordance with experience of what happens by nature’. 
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C Diogenes Laertius 7.87—-9 (continuing 57A) 


(1) Therefore Zeno in his book On the nature of man was the first to say 
that living in agreement with nature is the end, which is living 
in accordance with virtue. For nature leads us towards virtue. So too 
Cleanthes in his book On pleasure, and Posidonius and Hecato in their 
books On ends. (2) Further, living in accordance with virtue is equivalent 
to living in accordance with experience of what happens by nature, as 
Chrysippus says in On ends book 1: for our own natures are parts of the 
nature of the whole. (3) Therefore, living in agreement with nature 
comes to be the end, which is in accordance with the nature of oneself and 
that of the whole, engaging in no activity wont to be forbidden by the 
universal law, which is the right reason pervading everything and 
identical to Zeus, who is this director of the administration of existing 
things. (4) And the virtue of the happy man and his good flow of life are 
just this: always doing everything on the basis of the concordance of each 
man's guardian spirit with che will of the administrator of the whole . .. 
(5) The nature consequential upon which one ought to live is taken by 
Chrysippus to be both the common and, particularly, the human. But 
Cleanthes admits only the common nature, as that which one ought to 
follow, and no longer also the particular. 


D Seneca, Letters 76.9-10 (SVF 3.2004) 


(1) What is best in man? Reason: with this he precedes the animals and 
follows the gods. Therefore perfect reason is man’s peculiar good, the 
rest he shares with animals and plants . . . (2) What is the peculiar 
characteristic of a man? Reason — which when right and perfect makes 
the full sum of human happiness. Therefore if every ching, when it has 
perfected its own good, is praiseworthy and has reached the end of its 
own nature, and man’s own good is reason, if he has perfected reason, he 
is praiseworthy and has attained the end of his nature. (3) This perfect 
reason is called virtue and it is identical to rectitude. 


E Epictetus, Discourses 1.6.12—-22 


(1) You will find many things in us alone, of which the rational animal 
had Particular need, but many things which we share with the non- 
rational animals. (2) Do they too attend to what happens? By no means. 
Using and attending to are different from one another. God had need of 
the animals’ making use of impressions, but of our attending to their use. 
(3) For this reason it is sufficient for them to eat and drink and rest and 
procreate and do everything else which each kind of animai does; for us, 
on the other hand, to whom he has also given the power of attending to 
things, these animal activities are no longer sufficient, but unless we act 
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appropriately and regularly and in agreement with our individual nature 
and constitution, we shall no longer attain our own end. (4) Beings 
which have different constitutions also have different functions and ends 
.. . (5) God introduced man as a student of himself and his works, and not 
merely as a student but also as an interpreter of these things. (6) Therefore 
it is wrong for man to begin and end where the non-rationai animals do; 
he should rather begin where they do and end where nature has ended in 
our case. Nature ended at studying and attending to things and a way of 
life in harmony with nature. See to it chen that you do not die without 
having studied these. 

F Seneca, Letters 92.3 | 

(1) What is a happy life? Peacefulness and constant tranquillity. Loftiness 
of mind will bestow this, and consistency which holds fast to good 
judgement. (2) How are these things reached? Ifall of truth has been seen, 
if orderliness, moderation, and seemliness are preserved in actions, and a 
will which is guiltless and kindly, focused upon reason and never 
departing from it, as lovable as it is admirable. (3) To put it in a nutshell 
for you, the wise man’s mind should be such as befits god. 


G Stobaeus 2.63,25-64,12 (Panaetius fr. 109, part) 


(1) Panaetius said what happens in respect of the virtues is similar to a 
single target set up for many archers, which contains within itself lines of 
different colours. (2) In that case each archer would aim to hit the target, 
but one would do so, if he were successful, through striking into the 
white line, and another through striking into the black line, and another 
through doing so into a line of different colour. (3) For just as these 
people make hitting the target their highest end, but propose to achieve it 
in different ways, so all the virtues make being happy their end, which 
consists in living in agreement with nature, but they achieve this in 
different ways. 


H Plutarch, On Stoic seif-contradictions 10424 (SVF 3.55) 


He [Chrysippus] maintains that vice is the essence of unhappiness, 
insisting in every book that he writes on ethics and physics that living 
viciously is identical co living unhappily. 


I Plutarch, On common conceptions 1061F (SVF 3.54, part) 


[The Stoics say] A good is not increased by the addition of time, but even 
if someone becomes prudent only for a moment, in respect of happiness 
he will in no way fall short of someone who employs virtue for ever and 
lives his life blissfully in virtue. Sys 


+ 
pos 
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J Clement, Miscellanies 2.21.129.4—5 (Panaetius fr. 96; Posidonius fr. 
186, part) 


(1) In addition co these [earlier Stoics] Panaetius declared the end to be 
‘living in accordance with the tendencies bestowed on us by nature’. (2) 
After all of them, Posidonius proposed: ‘living as a student of the truth 
and order of the whole, and helping to promote this as far as possible, 
completely uninfluenced by the irrational part of the soul’. (3) Some of 
the later Stoics represented it as follows: ‘The end is living in agreement 
with the constitution of man." 


K Marcus Aurelius 5.16 


(1) Each thing <is made with a view to that> for whose sake it is 
constituted; (2) and each thing is moved towards that with a view to 
which it is constituted; (3) and its end consists in that towards which it is 
moved; (4) and where its end is, there too exists its interest and its good. 
(5) Therefore the good of a rational being is community; (6) for it has 
long been proved that we are born with a view to community. (7) Or 
was it noc evident that inferior beings are for the sake of the superior, and 
the superior for the sake of one another? (8) But animate beings are 
superior to inanimate, and rational co merely animate. 


+ 
anc 


L Cicero, Tusculan disputations 5.40-1 

[In defence of Stoic ethics] (1) In my opinion, virtuous men are also 
supremely happy. For if a man is confident of the goods that he has, what 
does he lack for living happily? Or how can someone who lacks 
confidence be happy? Yet a man who adopts the threefold division of 
goods inevitably lacks confidence. For how will he be able to be 
confident of bodily strength or secure fortune? Yet no one can be happy 
without a good which is secure, stable and lasting . . . (2) The man who 
would fear losing any of these things cannot be happy. We want the 
happy man to be safe, impregnable, fenced and fortified, so that he is not 
Just largely unafraid, but completely. 


M Cicero, Tusculan disputations 5.81-2 


[In defence of Stoic ethics] (1) Itisa peculiar characteristic of the wise man 
that he does nothing which he could regret, nothing against his will, but 
does everything honourably, consistently, seriously, and rightly; that he 
anticipates nothing as if it were bound to happen, is shocked by nothing 
when it does happen under the impression that its happening is 
unexpected and strange, refers everything to his own judgement, stands 
by his own decisions. (2) I can conceive nothing which is happier than 
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this. (3) Et is an easy conclusion for the Stoics, since they have perceived 
the final good to be agreement with nature and living consistently with 
nature, which is not only che wise man’s proper function, but also in his 
power. {4) It necessarily follows that the happy life is in the power of the 
man who has the final good in his power. ($) So che wise man’s life is 
always happy. 


O Stoic thought about the ‘end’ of human life has already been foreshadowed in 


our sections on ‘good and bad’ and ‘virtue and vice’. All three of these, however, 
in spite of their common ground, were treated as separate topics of ethics (56A), 
and the Stoics could easily defend this procedure. In Hellenistic philosophy the 
different schools were regularly characterized by their different specifications of 
che end (64G), a concept on whose formal definition they couid all agree: ‘that 
for the sake of which everything is done, t but which is not itself done for the sake 
of anything’ (A 1), or ‘the ultimate object of all desires’. Such agreement, which 
may seem curious within the non-teleological context of modem ethics, was 
made possible by the scarcely questioned assumption (cf. even Epicurus 21A-B} 
thar human life must be purposive by nature, and by the identification of the end 
with ‘happiness’ (eudaimonia) or ‘living well’ (eu zen}. Hence investigation of the 
end is a functionalist inquiry, a specification of the kind of life which will enable a 
person to fulfil his or her nature, to act in the way that human nature requires. 
Agreement on these points imposes important constraints on Greek ethics, 
which may seem to cause particular difficulty for the Stoics. They accepted the 
then traditional conception of the end as ‘living weil’, ‘being happy’, ‘the 
fulfilment of ali desires’, Yer they made moral goodness the sole constituent of 
‘being happy’, going as far as to claim that the sufferings of Priam wiil aot 
disturb the virtuous man's happiness (SVF 3.585). Thus they rejected che 
Aristotelian doctrine that happiness requires some good fortune in addition to 
virtue. If the Stoics had conceded this point (2 fundamental objection to their 
ethics), they would have had to drop their grand claims concerning the wise 
man’s supreme and impregnable happiness (L), and their insistence that 
happiness is always in his power (M). 

The paradox would be toned down if we took the Stoics to be redefining 
‘happiness’, severing its connexions with any accepted sense of ‘self-fulfilment' 
or satisfaction of desires. Their ethics is often represented along these lines — a 
move away from teleology towards the conception of doing what is right 
because iris ight, with ‘self-sacisfaction’ totally excluded from all consideration. 
Yet this Kantian reading of Stoicism is a serious misrepresentation. The Stoics 
preferred being charged with paradox (cf. 66A) to dropping their teleology and 
eudaemonism. The material here (A, B 1, C 4, F, H, I} shows that virtue and vice 
respectively are taken to constitute happiness and unhappiness as these latter 
terms were understood within the mainstream tradition. What ‘happiness’ 
means, in this regard, is summed up in a definition fatsely attributed to Flato 


1 Qr ‘should be done” in the Stoic formulations of Stobaeus 2.46,5-10. Certainly the end is what 
should be pursued; but. as ‘happiness’, it could also be described as what is actually pursued, cE 
Aristotle, Nicomacheen ethics 1.4, 1095214-20. 
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(Definitions 412d): ‘the sum of all goods; a potency sufficient for living well; 
fulfilment in accordance with virtue; a living being's sufficient benefit’. The 
Stoics claim that a virtuous man does possess all that he needs to fulfil himself, to 
live well, to have his desires satisfied (cf. L, M). They challenge us to suppose that 
a life so constituted (not of course the intermittent satisfaction of momentary 
wanes} is what we all naturally desire, or would desire, if we were capable of fully 
grasping its benefits to ourselves as well as to chose who benefit from being the 
recipients of virtuous actions. 

Detailed arguments for the Stoic conception of happiness, if there were any, 
have not survived. But plainly happiness is neither synonymous with virtue nor 
arbitrarily constituted by virtue. Zeno defined happiness as ‘a good flow of life’ 
(A2), and this is expressed by Seneca (FI) as ‘peacefulness and constant 
tranquillity’. The benefits of such a state, which recalls Epicurean ‘freedom from 
disturbance’ (see 21), may have been regarded as intuitively obvious. Zeno at 
any rate appealed to the unhappiness of ‘those who live in conflict’ (i.e. with 
themselves) as the ground for his account of the end: ‘living in agreement’, 
amplified in keeping with the etymology of homologoumenos by ‘living in 
accordance with one concordant reason’ (logos, B 1). If, as the Stoics argued 
independently (61B 8), rational consistency defines virtue, the benefits of 
happiness must be constituted by virtue (cf. Seneca’s procedure in F). Like 
virtue, happiness is an all-or-nothing affair, and itis complete at any moment (1), 
a striking difference from Aristotle’s insistence on a whole lifetime. Since 
happiness has no requirements except moral goodness, the Stoics could 
disregard the ordinary vicissitudes of life in defending its momentary 
completeness. 

Does the Stoics’ eudaemonism sully the purity of their morals? Only for the 
purest of Kantians. Panaetius was prepared to say that the virtues have our own 
good or happiness as their objective {G), and that each virtue is targeted at a 
different ‘colour’ of this single objective — an image which explains the ‘different 
perspectives’ of the inseparable virtues (61D 1). But the virtues are ‘final’ as well 
as ‘instrumental’ goods (60M): they are both the means of attaining happiness 
and the excellences of which it consists. Therefore someone who desires 
happiness, in the Stoics’ sense, must desire virtue for its own sake since the former 
consists in the latter. Like Plato and Aristotle, the Stoics held that the intrinsic 
desirability of the moral life is identical to a person’s self-fulfilment. There is thus 
a continuity between the primary impulse to self-preservation, directed at 
physical well-being, and the self-satisfaction of the moral life. But ‘self’, in the 
case of the latter, is extended to something analogous to Kant’s universalized 
Imperative — the good of all rational beings: harmony of one’s own nature and 
that of the whole (C 2~4) or ‘community’ (K). 

Since the part a person is assigned in the whole (cf. 62B) may involve little or 
no self-satisfaction in terms of conventional goods (‘indifferent’ for happiness), 
one understands why our sources lay far more stress on virtue than on happiness, 
a tendency more pronounced in Roman Stoicism. Yet much of the interest of 
Stoic ethics resides in the fact that happiness and virtue, while remaining 
semantically or conceptually distinct, are both instantiated in rational consis- 
tency. One and the same state of mind is the objective which will satisfy all 
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people’s natural desire for happiness and constitute the moral life they all ought 
to pursue. i 

Happiness is an objectively specifiable state of affairs, the same for all, but our 
end as individuals is ‘to be happy’ by getting happiness for ourselves. This seems 
to be the point of the rather strained distinction between happiness as ‘target’ and 
being happy as ‘end’ (A 3). ‘Being happy’ will be the incorporeal predicate 
which signifies someone’s possession of happiness (the corporeal disposition, cf. 
60S): we aim at happiness in order that ‘being happy’ can be cruly predicated of 
ourselves (see 33E, J). 


Every leading Stoic is credited with his own account of the end. This alerts us to 
the fact that heads of the school were free to impose their own trademark on the 
system, but most of the accounts appear to differ in emphasis rather than in 
doctrine. There was general agreement to the formula ‘living in agreement with 
nature’ (C 1-3). Even if Zeno himself did nor include the words ‘with nature’ 
(B 2), he will hardly have disagreed with the gist of C 2-4 which is probably a 
summary of Chrysippus’ On ends book 1. Nor is it likely that Chrysippus 
differed seriously from Cleanthes, as C5 (cf. B 3-4) seems to imply. The nature 
with which one isto live in agreementis both one’s own rational constitution asa 
person, and the rationality of universal nature or god. These are related as ‘part’ 
to ‘whole’ (C 2). [f Cleanthes emphasized ‘agreement with universal nature’, this 
would fit his insistence on assenting willingly to all one’s circumstances (62B). 
But Chrysippus makes the same point (C 4; cf. 60A). For a Stoic there should be 
complete accord becween particular and universal nature (C 3-4; and cf. 67R-S 
for universal nature = natural law). It will sometimes be rational to prefer a 
course of action which, in the event, turns out contrary to one's preference (ct. 
58f). This potential conflict between particular and universal nature (what 
actually happens) will be avoided by the virtuous man. He accepts that his own 
preference, though rationally justified, should now be discarded in favour of the 
‘right reason’ of whac actually happens (see 62 commentary). It was perhaps in 
order to drive this point home that Chrysippus used the formula, ‘living in 
accordance with experience of what happens by nature’ (B 4, C2).' Such 
experience could be taken to comprise awareness of, say, the normal 
preferabilicy of health to sickness, and the recognition that everyone can expect 
to be ill some of the time. 

Stoic teleology, as in Aristotle’s psychology and ethics, draws its essential 
content from the sharp distinction between rationality, which unites man and 
god, and the other attributes of human life which are shared with the animals (D, | 
E). We have already encountered this point in connexion with the analysis of | 
‘good’ (60H). Aristotle’s ethics was founded on the assumption that human life 
has a ‘function’, which can be specified by reference to the distinctively human } 
attribute of ‘living rationally’ (Nicomachean ethics 1.6). It is just the same in} 
Stoicism. Virtue is the perfection of reason, and thus che end of human nature) 
(D). Epictetus develops this thought with reflections which complement { 
Chrysippus’ ‘experience of natural events’ (E): our rational nature demands thats 


3 Criticized, however, by Posidonius, 641 4, on which see vol. 2 note. 
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we study and seek to understand the world, and adapt ourselves to it. Epictetus 
calls this ‘attending to things’, where ‘attending to’ covers borh mentally 
following and living accordingly. This notion is present in Posidonius’ formula 
for the end (J 2), in which he added the need to subjugate ‘the irrational part of 
the soul’, in line with his unorthodox Platonic psychology {see 641; 65). 

Cleanthes had already said chat ‘al] men have natural tendencies to virtue’ 
(61L}, and those tendencies are what Seneca calls 'the seeds of knowledge’ 
(60E 2). When Panaetius described the end by reference to natural tendencies 
(J 1), he presumably intended to signal the fact that ‘living in agreement with 
nature’ is the end for which we are innately programmed or internally 
motivated. Cicero (On duties 1.11-18} shows how Panaetius regarded the 
cardinal virtues as perfections of a person's natural endowments. If there is 
innovation here, it lay not so much in the wording of Panaetius’ formula, as in 
his interpretation of agreement with nature. He seems to have prescribed 
agreement berween individual] human capacities and the general nature of man 
(see 66E), rather than the Chrysippean relaconship between god {= universal 
nature} and human namre (C 2-4). With Posidonius. on the other hand, the 
theological dimension is again stressed (J 2). 

More difficulty arises over the accounts of the end attributed to Chrysippus’ 
successors, Diogenes of Babylon and Antiparer. These have already been cited 
(58K) because they introduce AN things (indifferent burt in accordance with 
nature) within a formulation of the end. No other accounts do this, and that 
prompts the question whether Diogenes and Antipater differed radically from 
other Stoics; see 64. 


64 The end: Academic criticism and Stoic defence 
A Cicero, On ends 3.31 (SVE 3.15) “ooa 


[Speaker: the Stoic Cato] We are left with the conclusion that the final 
good is a life in which one applies knowledge of those things that happen 
by nature, selecting chose in accordance with nature and rejecting those 
contrary to nature, that is—a life in agreement and consistent with nature. 


B Alexander, On soul n 164,3-9 


(1) No other expertise selects something merely for the sake of selecting 
it, but it is with reference to the end that everything is selected. For the 
end consists in the use of the things selected and not in the selection of the 
materials. (2) To put it generally, it is surely absurd [for the Stoics] to say 
that virtue applies only to selecting. For if getting the things selected is 
indifferent and does not contribute to the end, the selection would be 
utterly pointless. 


C Plutarch, On common conceptions 1070F-107 1E 


(1) It is contrary to the common conception that life should have two 
ends or targets set before it and that all our actions should not be referred 
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to just one thing. (2) But it is still further contrary to the common 
conception that the end should be one thing and the point of reference for 
every action something else. (3) Yet they [the Stoics} must stick to one of 
these alternatives. (4) For if what is good is not the primary things in 
accordance with nature but the rational selection and taking of them and 
doing everything in one's power for the sake of getting these things, all 
actions must have this as their reference, viz., getting the primary things 
in accordance with nature. (5) But if they think that people are in 
possession of the end without aiming at getting or desiring to get these 
things, something other than getting these must be the purpose to which 
the selection of them is referred. (6) For selecting and taking those things 
with prudence is the end; but they themselves and getting them are not 
the end but the underlying matter, as it were, which has selective value 
. - . (7) If someone were to say that an archer does everything in his 
power not for the sake of hitting the target but for the sake of doing 
everything in his power, one would suppose him to be speaking in a 
tiddling and fantastic way. (8) So it is with the idiots who insist that the 
end of aiming at things in accordance with nature is not the getting but 
the caking and selecting of them, and that being healthy is not each man’s 
end in his desire and pursuit of health, but on the contrary being healthy 
has reference to the desire and pursuit of being healthy . . . (9) For what is 
the difference between someone’s saying that health has come into being 
for the sake of drugs, not drugs for the sake of health, and one who makes 
the selection of drugs and their composition and use more choiceworthy 
than health, or rather regards health as not choiceworthy at all, but 
locates the end in activity concerning the drugs, and declares desire to be 
the end of the getting, not the getting the end of the desire? (10) ‘Yes, by 
Zeus, for reasoning well and prudence are attributes of the desire.’ (11) 
That is fine, we shall say, if it views the getting and possession of what it ; 
desires as related to its end. But ifnot, its reasoning well is destroyed, since 
it does everything for the sake of getting what is not important ora ' 
source of happiness to get. 


D Plutarch, On common conceptions 1072E-+ (SVF 3 Antipater 59, part) 


(1) Now that you have revealed it, observe their [the Stoics’] situation: 
the end is reasoning well in selections of things which have value in 
relation to reasoning well. For the men deny that they have or conceive 
any substance of the good or happiness other than this priceless reasoning 
well about the selections of the things with value. (2) Butsome think that 
this is an argument against Antipater and not the school. For it was he, 
they say, who resorted to these verbal strategies under pressure from 
Carneades. 
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E Cicero, On ends 5.16 


(Speaker: the Antiochean Piso] (1) Since there is great disagreement on 
what this [the ultimate end] consists in, we should draw on Carneades’ 
division, which our Antiochus enjoys habitually using. Cameades, then, 
inspected not just all opinions on the final good which philosophers have 
held up to now, but all the possible opinions. (2) He therefore said that no 
expertise can originate simply from itself. Its sphere of activity is always 
something extraneous. There is no need to develop this point with 
examples; for it is evident that no expertise is concerned just with itself, 
but the expertise and its object are distinct. (3) Since, then, corresponding 
to medicine as the expertise in health and navigation as the expertise in 
sailing, prudence is the expertise in living, it must be the case that 
prudence derives its constitution and origin from something else. 
[continued at G] 


iy 


F Cicero, On ends 3.22 (SVF 3.18; continuing 59D) 


[Speaker: the Stoic Cato] (1) But from this doctrine [that rectitude is 
much more desirable than all the prior things in accordance with nature], 
one must at the outset remove the mistake of supposing that there are two 
final goods. (2) For if a man’s object were to aim a spear or an arrow 
straight at something, his doing everything in his power to aim it straight 
would correspond to our doctrine of the final good. (3) On that kind of 
analogy, this man must do everything to aim straight. (4) And yet his 
doing everything to attain his object would be his end, so to speak, 
analogous to what we are calling the final good in life, whereas his 


striking the target would be something ‘to-be-selected’, as it were, not 
‘to-be-desired’. 


G Cicero, On ends 5. 17-20 (continuing E) 


(Speaker: the Antiochean Piso] (1) Practically everyone has agreed that 
the sphere of prudence and what it desires to obtain must be suited and 
appropriate to our nature, and of a kind just by itself to attract and 
samulate mental impulse, which the Greeks call hormé . . . (2) Some 
Suppose that the primary impulse is for pleasure and the primary 
repulsion is from pain; others consider that freedom from pain is the first 
thing appropriated and pain the first ching avoided; others set out from 
what they call che primary things in accordance with nature, among 
which they count the sound condition and preservation ofall one's parts, 
health, satisfactory senses, freedom from pain, strength, beauty and the 
like. comparable to which are the primary mental qualities, the sparks 
and seeds, as it were, of the virtues. (3) Since it is by one of these three 
things that our nature is first activated, whether to impulse or repulsion, 
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and there can be nothing at all in addition to these three, every proper 
function or avoidance or pursuit must have its reference to one of these; 
consequently the prudence which we called the expertise in living is 
occupied with one of these three things, and derives from ic the starting- 
point of the whole of life. (4) Now out of that which prudence has 
resolved to be the source of nature’s first activation there will arise a 
theory of right and of rectitude, which must be consistent with one of 
those three things. So rectitude is either doing everything for the sake of 
pleasure even if you do not obtain it, or for the sake of absence of pain 
even if you cannot achieve it, or for the sake of obtaining the things in 
accordance with nature even if you obtain none of them ... Others again, 
on the basis of the same starting-points, will refer every proper function 
either to obtaining pleasure or absence of pain or the primary things in 
accordance with nature. ($) Six opinions on the final good have now 
been outlined. The chief proponents of the latter three are, of pleasure, 
Aristippus; of absence of pain, Hieronymus; of enjoying what we called 
the primary things in accordance with nature, Carneades, though he did 
not champion the position but defended it for dialectical reasons. (6) The 
three earlier views were possible, but only one of them has been 
supported, and with vigour. For no one has said that the principle of 
doing everything for the sake of pleasure, even if we do not obtain 
pleasure, is intrinsically desirable and right and the only good. Nor has 
anyone supposed that the activity of avoiding pain is intrinsically 
desirable if one cannot actually avoid it. But doing everything in order to 
obtain the things in accordance with nature, even if we do not obtain 
them, is rectitude and the only thing of intrinsic desirability and the oniy 
good, according to the Stoics. 

ae ek 


- H Cicero, On ends 3.24—5 (SVF 3.11, part) 


[Speaker: the Stoic Cato] (1) We do not regard wisdom as comparable to 
navigation or medicine, but rather to acting . . . and dancing, so that its 
end is within itself and not to be sought outside, i.e., the practice of the 
expertise. (2) Yet there is also a dissimilarity between wisdom and these 
expertises, because in the latter case right performances do not contain all 
the parts which constitute the expertise. (3) But what we may call ‘right’ 
or ‘rightly performed actions’, if you are agreeable, (which they call 
katorthomata) contain all the measures of virtue. For wisdom alone is 
occupied entirely with itself, which does not happen in the other: 
expertises. 


: 


I Galen, On Hippocrates’ “and Plato’s doctrines 5. 6. 10-14 (Posidonius f 


" 187, part) 


(1) Not content with this, Posidonius upbraids Chrysippus and his r 
followers more vividly and keenly for their incorrect interpretations © 
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the end. (2) This is what he says: ‘Neglecting these points, some people 
contract “living in agreement” into “doing everything possible for the 
sake of the primary things in accordance with nature”, making it similar 
to actually positing pleasure or freedom from pain or some such things as 
the target. But the very formulation involves a manifest inconsistency, 
and nothing honourable or productive of happiness. For it denotes an 
activity which is a necessary accompaniment of the end, but is not the 
end. (3) Yet, when this formulation has been analysed correctly, it can be 
used for cutting through the difficulties raised by the sophists. (4) But one 
cannot so use the formula, “living according to experience of what 
happens in accordance with the whole of nature’’, which is equivalent to 
saying, "living in agreement when this is not mean-spiritedly aimed at 
obtaining the indifferents”. (5) This may perhaps suffice to show the 
absurdity of what Chrysippus said in his interpretation of how someone 
might succeed in living in agreement with nature, But I think it is better 
to set down what Posidonius wrote immediately after this passage: (6) 
‘Once the cause of the emotions was seen, it resolved this absurdity. It 
revealed the origins of the maladjustment in what should be sought and 
avoided, defined the procedures of training, and solved the difficulties 
regarding the impulse that arises from emotion.’ 


J Seneca, Letters 92.11-13 


(t) The point might be made, ‘If good health, rest, and freedom from 
pain are not going to thwart virtue, will you not pursue them?’ (2) Of 
course I will. Not because they are good, but because they are in 
accordance with nature, and because they will be taken on the basis of my 
good judgement. (3) ‘What then will be good in them?” Just this — being 
well selected. For when I put on the right sort of clothes, or walk as I 
should, or dine as I should, neither the dining nor the walking nor the 
clothes are good, but the intention I display in them by preserving a 
measure, in each thing, which conforms to reason . . . (4) So it is not 
elegant clothes which are a good in themselves, but the selection of 
elegant clothes, since the good is not in the thing but in the quality of the 
selection. It is our actions that are right, not their results . . . ($) I shail take 
good health and strength, if the selection is granted me, but the good will 
be my judgement regarding them, and not the things themselves. 


E Cicero, On ends 4.26-7, 29-30, 32, 39 


[Speaker: Cicero on behalf of Antiochus] (1) My question is how these 
weighty recommendations issued by nature have been suddenly 
abandoned by wisdom. Even if we were investigating the final good of 
‘ome creature other than man, consisting of nothing but mind . . . that 
mind would not accept this end of yours. (2) For it would want health 
and freedom from pain, and would also desire their security and its own 
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preservation; it would establish living in agreement with nature as its 
end, meaning (as I have said) the possession of all or most and the most 
important of the things in accordance with nature . . . (3) But if he 
[Chrysippus] says that some things are overshadowed and disappear, 
because they are quite tiny, we too grant the point . . . yet the bodily 
advantages, which are so great and durable and numerous, are not in that 
category . . . They add something worth working for. So I think the 
Stoics must sometimes be joking on this point, when they say that the 
virtuous life which has an oil-bottle or coilet-brush added to it will be 
taken in preference by the wise man, but will not make him any the 
happier . . . (4) Yet if, as we should agree, there does exist a natural 
impulse to pursue the things in accordance with nature, a total should be 
made of their size and significance with regard to the happy life . . . (5) 
Reason does not abdicate its attendance to the primary gifts of nature. 
Having been set in authority over them, it has to direct the whole course 
of life. So I cannot wonder too much at the Stoics’ inconsistency. They 
take natural impulse . . . proper function and virtue itself to belong to the 
things in accordance with nature. Yet when they want to reach the final 
good, they jump over them all, and leave us two tasks instead of one — to 
take some things and to desire others, instead of including them in a single 
end. 


L Cicero, On ends 4.78 sale 

{Speaker: Cicero on behalf of Antiochus] Can there be a greater 
inconsistency than for the same person to say both that rectitude is the 
only good, and that we have an impulse issued by nature to pursue the 
things appropriate for life? In wanting to keep points consistent with the 
former doctrine, they [the Stoics) collapse into Aristo’s position. In 
escaping from this, they endorse the same doctrines in fact as the 
Peripatetics, while clinging tooth and nail to their own terminology. 


O. The foundation and materials of living in agreement with nature are provided 
by the AN ‘indifferents’ (58A) — the natural preferability of health, for instance, 
to sickness. As between health and sickness, agreement with nature requires 2 
consistent preference of the former to the latter, in 2 person’s plan of life. The 
wise man of course understands that his nacural allotment may include sickness, 
that health is nat desirable per se, and that reason may dictate his doing things 
which put his health at risk. But it could never be the case that he should 
deliberately, given the choice, neglect his health (S9E 3). The nacural differences 
of value between AN and CN things are a clear and authoritative indication of 
the external objectives which a Stoic will have good reason for pursuing oF 
seeking to avoid. 

This appears to have been Chrysippus’ position (cf. S8J) and the orthodox 
doctrine of the school. His distinctive formula for the end of life (63B 4) is found 
in A, amplified with the words, ‘selecting those [things] in accordance wi 
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nature and rejecting those contrary to nature’; and the expanded statement is 
summed up in the standard formula, ‘a life in agreement and consistent with 
nature’. The amplification, ‘selecting ... and rejecting . . .', constitutes the basis 
of accounts of the end attributed to Chrysippus’ immediate successors, 58K:. 
‘Diogenes [of Babylon] represented the end as: reasoning well in the selection 
and disselection of things in accordance with nature . . . and Antipater: to live 
continuously selecting things in accordance with nature and disselecting things 
contrary to nature.’ The explicit identification of such a life with ‘agreement 
with nature’ (A) is endorsed in 59D 3-4, where ‘selection which is absolutely 
consistent’ coincides with a man’s possession and understanding of the final 
ad. 

P possibly these Ciceronian passages were derived from the writings of = 
Diogenes. But, however that may be, his formulation of the end was certainly 
offered as a supplement to Chrysippus’ and not as a deviation from it. We may 
take Diogenes to have asserted that the standard formulae, together with 
Chrysippus’ ‘living in accordance with experience of what happens by nature’ 
63B 4, were implicit in and elucidated by his own reference to ‘reasoning well in 
the selection . . .' Antipater's formula, with its mention of ‘continuously’, reads 
like an attempt to incorporate ‘consistency’ within Diogenes’ account. Both 
statements, it seems, could have been approved by Chrysippus. They amount to 
saying that the rational life, in agreement with nature, manifests itself in the right 
attitude and activity with respect to AN and CN things. These provide the 
external content, criteria, and positive or negative objectives of understanding 
nature and living accordingly. 

The merit of Diogenes’ formulation of the end is the guidance it offers on the 
practice of living in agreement with nature. But once AN and CN things had 
been included in a specification of the final good, the Stoics were faced with 
tough challenges concerning the relationship between happiness and things 
supposedly irrelevant to happiness. If our end is specified in terms of our 
selecting certain items, must not the selecting itself be carried out for the sake of 
an end — getting and using the things selected (a challenge reflected in B's later 
polemic)? What point could there be in positing selection per se, and selection of 
things indifferent to happiness, as the end of every action? This criticism, which 
almost certainly began with the Academic Cameades, Diogenes’ younger 
contemporary, took the form of a two-pronged attack. On the one hand, it was 
argued (D 1), the selection formula was vitiated by circularity: if well-reasoned 
selection is that for the sake of which everything is to be done, then the items 
worthy of selection must be valuable just in so far as they are the objects of well- 
reasoned selection: we are to reason well in selecting the objects of well-reasoned 
selection. Diogenes and Antipater could reject this charge by pointing out that 
the value of AN things was their being ‘in accordance with nature’, quite 
independent of the agent’s reasoning and selection. But this rejoinder invited a 

er and more disturbing challenge: if the objects of rational selection are 
oan in themselves, then the Stoics’ selection of these should be undertaken 
Orthe sake of ‘getting’ them; it was mere equivocation to deny this. In effect, the 

ocs were setting up two ends (C1, K 5), contrary to their conception of a 

“mitary goal of life ~ selecting or ‘taking’ AN things on the one hand, and getting 
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them, the true purpose of such selection in the critics’ eyes, on che other (C §, 7- 
9). This seems to be the gist of Plutarch's criticism of the selection formula in C 
(cf. C6, reporting the Stoic position), constituting the first horn of a dilemma 
(C1). The second horn (C2), probably concerned with Antipater’s further 
formulation of the end, may be postponed for the present. (But the reader 
should be warned that in C Plutarch appears to conflate both of Antipater’s 
formulae (58K 2), which makes interpretation of that text extremely difficult.) 

Before turning to Antipater's response to Carneades, note should be taken of 
J. which shows how the Stoics sought to defend Diogenes’ selection formula. 
The key-word is ‘reasoning well’ (cf. C 10). That is the end, what is good in 
itself, as manifested in the selection of AN things. Their naturalness is a reason for 
selecting them, but what is (morally) good about them is exclusively 2 property 
of the agent, his well-reasoned decision concerning them. 

This position, however, reveals the difficulty of accommodating two orders 
of value — moral good and the AN things — under the common heading of 
‘accordance with nature’ while taking moral excellence to be the only good and 
the only constituent of happiness. If we are constitutionally designed, as the 
Stoics admitted, to pursue those things which accord with our nature, should the 
end not include our getting all, or at least the majority, of these (K)? The Stoics 
do not want this ‘Peripatetic’ doctrine, but nor do they want, either, to agree 
with Aristo that complete indifference covers everything except virtue and vice 
(L). Their academic critics accused them of trying to have it both ways — 
defining the end, with Diogenes, in intentionalist terms, while importing 
consequentonalism in their reference to external objectives. This criticism was 
developed by Carneades, and answered by Antipater in his second formulation 
of the end. 


=< 


The historical evidence for their dispute is found by combining E, F, G, and I. It 
seems probable that Carneades’ criticism of the ‘selection’ formula included the 
insistence that an ‘expertise in living’, like any expertise, is a goal-directed 

. activity undertaken to achieve something other than its own exercise (E). Hence 
the criticism of the selection formula for being circular or introducing two ends. 
in G we have evidence of Cameades' approval of representing the end in terms 
of an expertise (‘prudence’) which does everything for the sake of the objective 
that can be described as primarily appropriate to our nature. On this basis he 
outlines six possible views of the end (G 4), dividing them into two categories 
depending on whether they do or do not make ‘obtaining’ the natural objective 
essential to the end. The Stoics are cited (G 6) as the only school to opt for a view 
of the second type. Carneades himself defended one which nominated the same 
natural objective as the Stoics, but differed from chem in requiring 4 
possession of ‘the things in accordance with nature’. 

What is here attributed to the Stoics closely resembles Antipater's second 
formula: ‘to do everything in one’s power continuously and undeviatingly with: 
a view to obtaining the predominating things which accord with nature 
(58K 2). A version of this is reported by Posidonius in I 2, where it is described as ' 
similar to the goal-directed activities supported by Carneades as models for- 
formulations of the end (E, G). Though disapproving of it as an account of the- 
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end, Posidonius seems to allow its value as 'a necessary accompaniment of the 
end', which ‘can be used for cutting through the difficulties raised by the 
sophists’ (13). Given the implicit reference to Antipater, ‘sophists’ most 
plausibly refers to Carneades, a point which gains support from D2, since 
Plutarch’s criticism has been directed against Antipater’s second formula as well 
as the ‘selection’ formula. 

Assuming, then, that Antipater advanced his second formula as a rejoinder to 
Cameades’ criticism of the ‘selection formula’, how may we best reconstruct the 
debate and its issues? The decisive passage is F. Antipater’s second formula, 
‘doing everything in one’s power . . .', is invoked here to defend the Stoics 
against the objection that their doctrines concerning virtue and AN things 
import ‘two final goods’. There are unfortunate obscurities in the text of F, but 
the main thrust of the passage is clear: an archer’s objective is to aim straight (i.e. 
actually hit the target). His function, as an archer, is to do everything in his 
power to aim straight. Similarly, obtaining AN things is the external ‘objective’ 
of all actions, according to Antipater’s formula, but someone's function as a 
moral agent is to do everything in his power to obtain them. The archer analogy 
fies Carneades’ conception of a craft which needs an objective outside itself (E). 
Possibly he used it himself against the ‘selection formula’. In any case, Antipater 
seems to have argued that the Stoics could accept Carneades’ conception of 
virtue as a goal-directed expertise, withour abandoning their indifference to the 
actual getting of AN things. 

Plutarch takes Antipater’s formula to be absurd, interpreting it as saying that 
the archer does everything in his power for the sake of doing everything in his 
power (C 7). But Antipater’s end is ‘doing everything in one’s power to get AN 
things’. It is not in the least absurd to say that the end of exercise is doing 
everything in one’s power to become healthy. Generalized to cover all actions, 
the formula maintains that everything should be done for the sake of 
consistently striving at the getting of AN things. The end is not the getting (the 
external objective) but the consistent striving at getting. This latter is always in 
one's power, not liable to the contingencies which may prevent attainment of 
the objective. 

Anupater, then, apparently accepted Carneades’ formal requirement that 
expertise in living requires an objective outside itself. This objective becomes an 
element in his specification of the end, thus avoiding the charge of positing two 
ends, but as something to be striven for, irrespective of its attainment. Thus the 
end itself lies firmly where Diogenes had left it - the consistently rational 
disposition of the agent. If G6 gives Carneades’ reaction, he regarded 
Antipater's formula as a distortion of any practical conception of a goal-directed 
expertise (cf. C 2,4). Having got a Stoic to admit the desirability of trying to 
obtin AN things, Carneades wanted the further admission of the desirability of 
actually obtaining them. If Stoic virtue was analogous to branches of expertise 
such as medicine, as Antipater was accepting, it seemed perverse to hold that 
virtue could treat the actual attainment of its objective as something ‘to be 
selected’ (F 4) and indifferent for happiness. Against Carneades, however, it 
could be argued that the proper moral evaluation of a goal-directed activity 

d be in terms of the agent's efforts and intentions, if praise and blame are to 
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have any reasonable foundation, and happiness to be consistently within our 
power. If this was Antipater’s main point, his formula may have been intended 
as a purely dialectical manoeuvre, to show that the Stoics could hit back at 
Carneades. The formulation still fails, of course, to show how it can be rational 
to make happiness depend upon aiming at objectives whose attainment is 
irrelevant to happiness. 

Such an interpretation gains support from Stoic reactions to Antipater's 
formula. His recourse to the goal-directed conception of an expertise was 
explicitly rejected in Stoic analogies of wisdom with acting or dancing (H), and 
Posidonius’ comments (I 2) are equally hostile to the inclusion of AN things as a 
‘target’. But those were che terms which Carneades had chosen for attacking the 
‘selection’ formula; Antipater could disclaim responsibility for them, and retreat 
to more orthodox accounts of the end in his dealings with fellow Stoics. Why his 
definition should merit Posidonius’ charge of ‘inconsistency’ (12), is nor entirely 
clear. Perhaps the inconsistency is the presence in the end of an objective (getting 
AN things) which is not the end (cf. C2). But while Posidonius dismisses 
Antipater's formula as a valid interpretation of ‘living in agreement’, he 
concedes its value as a dialectical device, once it is granted that ‘doing everything 
possible for che sake of the first things in accordance with nature’ is a ‘necessary 
accompaniment of the end’, rather than the end itself. Coupled with D 2, this 
strongly suggests chat Antipater's second formula was designed to give the 
Stoics an answer to Carneades in the Academic’s own terms. 

If any leading Stoic had actually abandoned the sufficiency of virtue for 
complete happiness, we should expect to find mention of this in Cicero. But in 
K, which reports Antiochus’ criticisms, objection continues to be made to the 
Stoics’ refusal to accept possession of AN things as a constituenc of the end. 
Antipater is said by Seneca to have attributed to ‘externals’ a ciny importance for 
the final good (Letters 92.5 = m in vol. 2). This may be little more than a 
reflection of K 3, in which case his concession may have been an ad hominem 
point, not intended to compromise the standard doctrine, which is still 
presupposed in his own formulations. Given I2, Posidonius can hardly have 
regarded health and wealth as ‘goods’ (as claimed at Diogenes Laertius 7.103 = 
n in vol. 2), and his and Panaeuus’ alleged denial of virtue’s sufficiency 
(Diogenes Laertius 7.128 = o in vol. 2) is not borne out by any other evidence. 
The upshot seems to be as Cicero says (On ends 3.33): ‘there are slight differences 
becween Stoic definitions of good, but they all point in the same direction.’ 


F i 

65 The passions 

A Stobaeus 2.88,8—90,6 (SVF 3.378, 389, part) 

(1) They [the Stoics} say that passion is impulse which is excessive andi 
disobedient to the dictates of reason, or a movement of soul which is 
irrational and contrary to nature; and that all passions belong to the soul's 
commanding-faculty. (2) Therefore every fluttering is also a passion, andi 
likewise, every passion is a fluttering. (3) Since passion is of this kind, ome 
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must suppose that some passions are primary and dominant, while others 
have these as their reference. The generically primary ones are these four: 
appetite, fear, distress, pleasure. (4) Appetite and fear come first, the 
former in relation to what appears good, and the latter in relation to what 
appears bad. Pleasure and distress result from these: pleasure, whenever 
we get the objects of our appetite or avoid the objects of our fear; distress, 
whenever we fail to get the objects of our appetite or experience the 
objects of our fear. (5) [= C] (6) ‘Irrational’ and ‘contrary to nature’ 
are not used in their ordinary senses: ‘irrational’ is equivalent to 
‘disobedient to reason’. For every passion is overpowering, since people 
in states of passion frequently see that it is not suitable to do this but are 
carried away by the intensity, as chough by a disobedient horse, and are 
induced to do it . . . (7) The sense of ‘contrary to nature’, in the outline 
account of passion, is of something that happens contrary to the right and 
natural reason. Everyone in states of passion turns aside from reason, but 
not like those who have been deceived in something or other, but in a 
special way. (8) For when people have been deceived, for instance over 
atoms being first principles, they give up the judgement, once they have 
been taught chat it is not true. But when people are in states of passion, 
even if they realize or are taught to realize that one should not feel distress 
or fear or have their soul, quite generally, in states of passion, they still do 
not give these up, but are brought by them to a position of being 
controlled by their tyranny. 


B Andronicus, On passions 1 (SVF 3.391, part) 


[Reporting Stoic definitions:] (1) Distress is an irrational contraction, or a 
fresh opinion that something bad is present, at which people think it right 
to be contracted [i.e. depressed]. (2) Fear is an irrational shrinking 
[aversion], or avoidance of an expected danger. (3) Appetite is an 
irrational stretching [desire], or pursuit of an expected good. (4) Pleasure 
is an irrational swelling, or a fresh opinion that something good is 
Present, at which people think it right to be swollen [i.e. elated]. 


C Stobaeus 2.88,22-89,3 (= A5; SVF 3.378, part) 


In the case of all the soul's passions, when they [the Stoics] call them 
Opinions’, ‘opinion’ is used instead of ‘weak supposition’, and ‘fresh’ 
mstead of ‘the stimulus of an irrational contraction or swelling’. 


D Galen, On Hippocrates’ and Plato’s doctrines 4.2.1-6 (SVF 3.463, part) 


(1) In his first definitions of the generic passions, he [Chrysippus] 
completely departs from the doctrine of the ancients, defining distress as 
a fresh Opinion that something bad is present . . .' (2) In these definitions 

obviously mentions only the rational part of the soul, omitting the 
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appetitive and competitive . . . (3) But in some of his next definitions he 
writes things more consistent with Epicurus and Zeno than with his own 
doctrines. (4) For in defining distress, he says that it is ‘a shrinking at what 
is thought to be something to avoid’, and he says pleasure is ‘a swelling up 
at what is thought to be something to pursue’. (5) ‘Shrinkings and 
swellings’, of course, and ‘expansions and contractions’, which he 
sometimes mentions as well, are affections of the irrational faculty that 


result from opinions. ee aes og ca 


E Stobaeus 2.90,19-91,9 (SVF 3.394, part) 


(1) The following are classified under appetite: anger and its species .. . 
intense sexual desires, cravings and yearnings, love of pleasures and riches 
and honours, and the like. (2) Under pleasure: rejoicing at another's 
misfortunes, self-gratification, trickery, and the like. (3) Under fear: 
hesitancy, anguish, astonishment, shame, confusion, superstition, dread, 
and terror. (4) Under distress: malice, envy, jealousy, pity, grief, worry, 
sorrow, annoyance, mental pain, vexation. 


F Diogenes Laertius 7.115 (SVF 3.431) 


(1) They [the Stoics] say that there are three good feelings: joy, 
watchfulness, wishing. (2) Joy, they say, is the opposite of pleasure, 
consisting in well-reasoned swelling [elation]; and watchfulness is the 
opposite of fear, consisting in well-reasoned shrinking. For the wise man 
will not be afraid at all, but he will be watchful. (3) They say that wishing 
is the opposite of appetite, consisting in well-reasoned stretching [desire]. 
(4) Just as certain passions fall under the primary ones, so too with the 
primary good feelings. Under wishing: kindness, generosity, warmth, 
affection. Under watchfulness: respect, cleanliness. Under joy: delight, 
sociability, cheerfulness. 


G Plutarch, On moral virtue 446-4474 (SVF 3.459, part) 


(t) Some people {meaning the Stoics] say that passion is no different from 
reason, and that there is no dissension and conflict between the two, buta 
turning of the single reason in both directions, which we do not notice 
owing to the sharpness and speed of the change. (2) We do not perceive 
that the natural instrument of appetite and regret, or anger and fear, is the 
same part of the soul, which is moved by pleasure towards wrong, and 
while moving recovers itself again. (3) For appetite and anger and fear 
and all such things are corrupt opinions and judgements, which do not 
arise about just one part of the soul but are the whole commanding 
faculty’s inclinations, yieldings, assents and impulses, and, quite genet? 
ally, activities which change rapidly, just like children’s fights, whose 
fury and intensity are volatile and transient owing to their weakn 


65 The passions 
H Galen, On Hippocrates’ and Plato’s doctrines 3.1.25 (SVF 2.886, part) 


[Chrysippus:] ‘I chink that people in general come to the view that our 

-commanding-faculty is in the heart through their awareness, as it were, 
of the passions that affect the mind happening to them in the chest and 
especially in the region where the heart is placed. This is so particularly in 
the case of distress, fear, anger and above all, excitement.’ 


I Galen, On Hippocrates’ and Plato’s doctrines $.6.34—7 (Posidonius frr. 
33, 166, part} 


(1) Posidonius also shows in what follows that [Chrysippus] is not only at 
variance with the facts, but also with Zeno and Cleanthes. (2) He says that 
Cleanthes’ doctrine concerning the passionate part of the soul is revealed 
in these verses: 


‘What is it, Passion, that you want? Tell me this.’ 
‘I want, Reason? To do everything I want.’ 
‘A royal wish; but cell me ic again.’ 
“Whatever I desire I want to happen.’ 


(3) Posidonius says that these alternating verses by Cleanthes give clear 
indications of his doctrine concerning the soul’s passionate part, since he 
has represented reason and passion in conversation, as two different 
things. (4) Chrysippus, however, does not believe that the soul's 
passionate part is different from the rational; and he takes passions away 
from the non-rational animals, although they are plainly governed by 


appetite and competition, as Posidonius also explains in a fuller treatment 
of them. . 


J Galen, On Hippocrates’ and Plato’s doctrines 4.2.10-18 (SVF 3.462, part) 


[Chrysippus in On passions book 1] (1) ‘First of all we should bear in mind 
that a rational animal follows reason naturally, and acts in accordance 
with reason as if that were its guide. (2) Often, however, it moves 
towards and away from certain things in a different way, pushed to 
excess in disobedience to reason. (3) Both definitions [i.e. the definitions 
of passions both as ‘irrational’ and as ‘excessive impulses’, cf. A 1] refer to 
Uus movement: the movement contrary to nature which occurs 
Urationally in this way, and the excess in impulses . . . (4) For this 
rationality must be taken to mean ‘disobedient to reason” and “reason 
tumed aside"; with reference to this movement we even speak in 
Ordinary language of people “being pushed” and “moved irrationally, 
without reason and judgement”. What we mean by these expressions is 
not as though a person moves in error and overlooking something that 
accords with reason, but we refer chiefly to the movement of which the 
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expressions provide an outline account, since it is not a rational animal's 
nature to move in his soul in this way, but in accordance with reason... 
(5) This also explains the expression “the excess ofimpulse”, since people 
overstep the proper and natural proportion of their impulses. (6) My 
meaning can be made more intelligible in this way. When someone 
walks in accordance with his impulse, che movement of his legs is not 
excessive but commensurate with the impulse, so that he can stop or 
change whenever he wants to. (7) Bue when people run in accordance 
with their impulse, this sort of thing no longer happens. The movement 
of their legs exceeds their impulse, so that they are carried away and 
unable to change obediently, as soon as they have started to do so. (8) 
Something similar, I think, takes place with impulses, owing to their 
going beyond the rational proportion. The result is that when someone 
has the impulse he is not obedient to reason. (9) The excess in running 3: 
called “contrary to the impulse”, but the excess in the impulse is callec 
“contrary to reason". For che proportion of a natural impulse is wha! 
accords with reason and goes only so far as reason itself thinks right. 


K Galen, On Hippocrates’ and Plato’s doctrines 4.3.2—$ (Posidonius fr. 3.4, 
part) 

{1) On this point [i.e. his holding the passions to be judgements], he 
{Chrysippus] is in conflict with Zeno and himself and many other Stoics, 
who do not take the soul's judgements themselves to be its passions, but 
identify these with results of the judgements — the irrational contractions, 
cowerings, tearings, swellings and expansions. (2) Bue Posidonius 
completely dissented from both opinions. He does not regard the 
passions as either judgements or as results of judgements, but as effects of 
the competitive and appetitive faculty, in full accordance with the 
ancient dactrine. (3) In his study On passions he frequently asks 
Chrysippus and his followers: “What is the cause of the excessive 
impulse? For reason could not exceed its own occupations and limits, $a 
it is evident chat some other irrational faculty causes impulse to exceed 
the limits of reason, just as the cause of running’s exceeding the limits of 
choice is irrational, the weight of the body.’ 


L Galen, On Hippocrates’ and Plato's doctrines 4.5.21-5 (SVE 3.480, part) 


(1) [Chrysippus from his book Emotional therapy:| ‘The passions are called 
ailments not just in virtue of their judging each of these things to be good, 
but also with regard to their running towards them in excess of what is 
natural’. . . (2) One might take him [Chrysippus] to say .. . that the 
opinion that possessions are a good is not yet an ailment, but becomes 30, 
when someone takes them to be the greatest good and supposes that lift 
deprived of property is not worth living: for this is what the ailments love 
of property and money consist in. 
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M Galen, On Hippocrates’ and Plato's doctrines 5.5.8-26 (Posidonius fr. 
169, part) 

(1) We have by nature these three appropriate relationships, correspond- 
ing to each form of the soul's parts — to pleasure because of the appetitive 
part, to success because of the competitive part, and to rectitude because 
of the rational part. (2) Epicurus only took notice of the appropriate 
relationship befonging to the soul’s worst part; Chrysippus only that 
which belongs to the best, saying that we have an appropriate 
relationship only with rectitude, which he takes to be evidently good as 
well. (3) In neglecting two of them, Chrysippus was understandably 
puzzled about the origin of vice . . . He was unable to discover how it is 
that children do wrong. These were all matters on which Posidonius, 
quite rightly in my opinion, criticized and refuted him. (4) For if children 
had an appropriate relationship to rectitude, right from the start, vice 
would have had to be engendered in them not internally nor from 
themselves but solely from outside. Yet even if they are brought up in 
good habits and properly educated, they are always scen to do something 
wrong, and Chrysippus too admits this. ($) He could of course have 
overlooked the obvious facts and accepted only what agreed with his 
own assumptions, claiming that children will invariably become wise in 
the course of time if they are well brought up. (6) But he did not have the 
nerve to falsify the facts on this point at least; he accepted that even if 
children were reared by no one but a philosopher and never saw or heard 
any example of vice, they would still not necessarily become philos- 
ophers . . . (7) When he says that the persuasiveness of impressions, and 
conversation, are responsible for the maladjustments which occur in 
inferior men concerning good and bad things, we should ask him why 
pleasure projects the persuasive appearance that it is good, and pain that it 
is bad. Similarly, why are we readily persuaded, when we hear victory at 
Olympia and erection of statues being praised and blessed as good things 
by people in general, and defeat and disgrace regarded as bad? (8) 
Posidonius criticizes Chrysippus on this as weil .. . holding that impulse is 





j 
t 





sometimes generated as a result of the judgement of the rational part, but 


often as a result of the movement of the passionate part. (9) Posidonius 
fates quite right to connect these theories with the findings of the 
Physiognomist. Animals and men that are broader-chested and hotter are 
more competitive by nature, but those that are wide-hipped and 
colder are more cowardly. (10) He also says that their habitat makes no 
small difference to men's characters in respect to cowardice and daring, 
Or attitudes to pleasure and pain, on the grounds that the soul’s passionate 
Movements always follow the body's disposition, which is altered to no 
rey ti by the mixture [of elements] in the environment. For even 
in animals, he says, differs in temperature and density and in 
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many other ways, which Aristotle expounded at length . . . (x1) At 
present my argument is against Chrysippus and his followers, who 
understand nothing about the passions, including the fact that the body's 
mixtures produce the ‘passionate movements’ (as Posidonius normally 
calls them) that are appropriate to them. 


N Galen, On Hippocrates’ and Plato’s doctrines 5.6.18-19 (Posidonius fr. 
161, part) 


(Summarising Posidonius:] Some people in error have che opinion chat 
what is appropriate to the soul's irrational faculties is appropriate without 
qualification. They do not know that having pleasure and dominating 
one’s neighbours are the objects desired by the brutish part of the soul, 
but wisdom and everything good and honourable are the objects desired 
by the part which is rational and divine. 


O Galen, On Hippocrates’ and Plato’s doctrines 4.7.12-17 (SVF 3.466, 
part) 

[Chrysippus in On passions book 2] (1) ‘On the lessening of distress, the 
question might be asked as to how it occurs, whether because a particular 
opinion is altered, or with them all persisting, and for what reason this 
will beso .. . (2) I think that this kind of opinion does persist — that what is 
actually present is something bad — but as it grows older the contraction 
and, as I take it, che impulse towards the contraction, lessen. (3) Perhaps 
also the impulse persists, but the consequences will not correspond be- 
cause a differently qualified disposition supervenes, which does not reason 
from those events. (4) So it is that people cease weeping and people weep 
who do not want to, when different impressions are created by external 
objects, and something or nothing stands in the way. For the way grief 
and weeping stop is probably what happens in those other cases as well: at 
their onset things cause greater movement, as I said happens with what 
activates laughter, and the like.’ 


P Galen, On Hippocrates’ and Plato’s doctrines 4.7.24-41 (Posidonius fr. 
165, part) 

(1) He [Posidonius] himself shows that passions are caused by competi- 
tion and appetite, and why they subside in time even if the opinions and 
judgements of something bad belonging to or having happened to the 
affected persons persist . . . (2) For as the passionate part of the soul pursues 
objects of desire appropriate to it, so having got them, it has its fill, and 
thereupon puts a stop to its own movement, which was controlling the 
animal's impulse and leading it by itself towards its own misguided end- 
(3) Therefore the causes of the passions’ ceasing are not beyond reason, 38 
Chrysippus used to say . . . (4) Habits and time in general evidentlv are of 
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the greatest effectiveness for the passionate movements. For the soul's 
irrational faculty slowly appropriates itself to the habits in which it has 
been reared. — rae 


oo 


Q Galen, On Hippocrates’ and Plato's doctrines 5.6.22-6 (including 
Posidonius fr. 162) 


(1) It is through irrational activities that the irrational faculty is helped 
and harmed, whereas knowledge and ignorance have these effects on the 
rational faculty. (2) These then are che benetits that Posidonius says we 
derive from understanding the cause of the passions [see 641], and in 
addition, ‘it explained the problems concerning the impulse chat arises 
from passion . . . (3) For I think you are quite familiar with the way 
people are without fear and distress when they have been rationally 
persuaded that something bad for them is present or approaching, but 
they have these passions when they get an impression of those things 
themselves. (4) How could anyone activate the irrational by means of 
reason, unless he set before it a picture like a perceptual impression? Thus 
some people have their appetite roused by a description, and when 
someone vividly tells them to flee the approaching lion, they are 
frightened without having seen it.’ 


R Galen, On Hippocrates’ and Plato's doctrines 5.2.3~7 (Posidonius fr. 163, 
part) 

(1) Chrysippus says that it [the soul of inferior men] is comparable to 
bodies which are liable to contract fevers or diarrhoea or something else 
like this, on a slight and chance cause. (2) Posidonius criticizes his 
comparison: the soul of inferior men, he says, should not be compared to 
them but to bodies that are healthy without qualification. (3) For 
whether one contracts a fever from large causes or little, it makes no 
difference to one’s being affected by it and being brought into any 
affected state at all. Bodies differ from one another by the fact that some 
are prone to fall sick while others are not. (4) So Chrysippus, he says, was 
incorrect in comparing the soul’s health with that of the body, while 
comparing the soul's sickness to the condition of the body that falls easily 
into sickness; for the mind of the wise man is immune to affection, 
obviously, whereas no body is immune. (5) It was more correct to 
compare the souls of inferior men either to bodily health with a 
Proneness to sickness (this was Posidonius’ expression), ‘or to sickness 
itself", since they are either a kind of sickly tenor or one that is already 
sick. (6) But he himself agrees with Chrysippus to the extent of saying 
that all inferior men are sick in soul and that their sickness is like the stated 
Conditions of the body. (7) His actual words are: ‘Therefore the soul's 


Sickness is not, as Chrysippus supposed, like the sickly disorder of the 
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body whereby the body is driven to fall into irregular, non-periodic 
fevers; the soul's sickness, rather, is like either bodily health with 
proneness to sickness, or sickness itself. For bodily sickness is a tenor 


already sick, but the sickness Chrysippus speaks of is more like proneness 


to fevers.’ 


AW 


S Stobaeus 2.93.1-13 (SVF 3.421) 


(1) Proneness to sickness is a tendency towards passion, towards one of 
the functions contrary to nature, such as depression, irascibility, 
malevolence, quick temper, and the like. Proneness to sickness also 
occurs in reference to other functions which are contrary to nature, such 
as theft, adultery, and violence; hence people are called thieves, violators 
and adulterers. (2) Sickness is an appetitive opinion which has flowed 
into a tenor and hardened, signifying a belief that what should noc be 
pursued is intensely worth pursuing, such as the passion for women, wine 
and money. By antipathy the opposites of these sicknesses occur, such as 
loathing for women or wine, and misanthropy. (3) Sicknesses which 
occur in conjunction with weakness are called ailments. 


T Galen, On Hippocrates’ and Plato’s doctrines 4.6.2-3 (SVF 3.473, part) 


Some of men's wrong actions are referred by Chrysippus to faulty 
judgement, others to the soul’s lack of tension and its weakness, just as 
their right actions are guided by right judgement together with the soul's 
good tension .. . He says there are times when we give up right decisions 
because the soul’s tension gives in, and does not persist till the end or fully 
execute the commands of reason. 


U Epictetus, Manual 5 


It is not things themselves that disturb men, but their judgements about” 
things. For example, death is nothing terrible, otherwise Socrates would | 
have thought so; what is terrible is the judgement that death is terrible. So 
whenever we are impeded or disturbed or distressed, let us blame no on¢ 


but ourselves, that is, our own judgements. 


V Epictetus, Discourses 1.12.20-1 


(1) You are impatient and discontented, and if you are alone, you call it 
isolation, but if you are with people, you call them plotters and bandi 
and you even criticize your own parents and children and brothers 
neighbours. (2) But when staying alone, you ought to call it peace 
freedom and regard yourself as like the gods; and when you are with! 
number of people, you should not call it a crowd or a mob or 
unpleasantness, but a feast and a festival, and so accept eve 
contentedly. 
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W Stobaeus 2.155,5-17 (SVF 3.564, 632) 


(1) They [the Stoics] say that the good man experiences nothing contrary 
to his desire or impulse or purpose on account of the fact that in all such 
cases he acts with reserve and encounters no obstacles which are 
unanticipated. (2) He is also gentle, his gentleness being a tenor by which 
he is gently disposed in acting always appropriately and in not being 
moved to anger against anyone. (3) He is also calm and orderly, his 
orderliness being knowledge of fitting activities, and his calm the proper 
regulation of his soul and body's natural activities and rests. (4) The 
opposites of these occur in all inferior men. 


X Seneca, On anger 2.3.1-2.4 


(t) None of those things which rouse the mind fortuitously should be 
called passions; the mind suffers them, so to speak, rather than causes 
them. Therefore, passions consist not in being moved as a result of 
impressions of things, but in surrendering oneself to them and following 
up this fortuitous movement. For if anyone thinks that pallor, floods of 
tears, sexual arousal, heavy breathing or a sudden brightening of the eyes 
and the like, are evidence of passion and a mark of the mind, he is 
mistaken and fails to realize that these are bodily drives . . . (2) Anger not 
only has to be moved but has to rush out. This is because it is an impulse, 
and impulse never exists without the mind’s assent. For it is impossible 
that any action concerning revenge and punishment should take place 
without the mind’s awareness. 


r 


Y Gellius 19.1.17-18 (Epictetus fr. 9) 


(1) When some terrifying sound . . . or anything else of that kind occurs, 
even a (Stoic) wise man’s mind must be slightly moved and contracted 
and frightened — not by a preconceived opinion of anything bad but by 
certain rapid and involuntary movements which forestall the proper 
function of mind and reason. (2) Soon, however, the wise man does not 
- + -assent to such impressions nor does he add an opinion to them, but he 
rejects and belittles them and finds nothing in chem that should be feared. 


D Although control of the passions was a basic principle in all Greek ethics, popular 
as well as philosophical, its importance in Stoicism was and has remained 
notorious. Here the word ‘stoical’ retains a direct connexion with the ancient 
school. Socratic doctrines, as mediated by the Cynics, help to explain the Stoics’ 
Conception of the wise man as free from all disturbing passion. But the Stoics 
freated passion in several novel ways which are among the best guides to their 
view of the good and happy life. Passion is the source of unhappiness, wrong- 

ram and the flaws of character which issue in wrong-doing (A 6-7, R). The 

Pathos includes not only the obviously turbulent emotions of sexual desire, 
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ambition, jealousy etc., but also such states of mind as hesitancy, malice and pity, 
all classified under one of the four primary passions, appetite, pleasure, fear and 
distress (E). The classification needs to be read in conjunction with that of the 
‘three good feelings’ in F. (There is no good feeling corresponding to ‘distress’.) 
Passion is thereby revealed as an unhealthy state of mind, not synonymous with 
emotion in ordinary language. The ‘good feelings’ include a wide spectrum of 
attractive human characteristics which temper the ‘austerity’ of the wise man, so 
strongly emphasized in the more hostile ancient sources. In acknowledging, as 
one must, the apparent harshness of including pity as a passion {E 4), it should 
also be noted that the wise man could be sociable, generous, affectionate, 
cheerful and gentle (W 2). 

Chrysippus seems to have approached the elucidation of passion from the 
assumption that a person in such a state, by assenting to a certain kind of false 
value-judgement, has issued himself with an ‘excessive impulse’ co pursue or 
avoid something (for the relation between assent and impulse, cf. 331). The 
meaning of ‘excessive’ is explained in J 5-9: given that someone can seek to 
achieve what he wants by walking, such a person could be said to ‘exceed’ his 
wants by running, an action which prevents immediate control of his body’s 
movements. By analogy, Chrysippus argued, an impulse or want is ‘excessive’ if 
it goes beyond the natural control of reason. The idea might be more clearly 
conveyed by a speedometer which marks all speeds beyond 70 mph in red — 
someone who drives beyond that speed is driving excessively, with speeds below 
that figure corresponding to impulses commensurate with reason. The 
important and original insight expressed by the analogy is the continuity and 
difference between normal, healthy impulses and passions. According to 
Chrysippus’ psychology (cf. 53Q), any impulse is an efficient cause of action. 
Impulses are that activity of the soul’s commanding-faculty which converts its 
judgements of what it should pursue or avoid into purposive bodily 
movements. Since reason characterizes the whole commanding-faculty (61B 9), 
there is nothing irrational about an impulse as such: volition is a natural and 
necessary function of reason. In the case of passion, however, Chrysippus used 
‘irrational’, as explained in J 1-4 (cf. 61B 10-11), to describe impulses which 
exceed the natural limits of reason. Their unnaturalness or irrationaliry, he 
stresses, consists in the immoderation of their movement (J 4). They are not like: 
ordinary errors of fact (cf. A 7-8), a point which probably means that the pro of, 
contra judgement underlying a passion may be perfectly natural in itself (cf. L): 
the wise man will naturally select or seek to avoid many of the things that formi 
the objects of passions; but he will do so at a walking pace, as it were, on the 
of a properly rational judgement of such things’ moral indifference. He alwa 
gets what he desires, since he ‘acts with reserve’; and thus his impulses 
rationally regulated so as to accord with everything that occurs in 
environment, impervious to disappointment or any passion (W). Passions 
characterized by their ‘excess’, which is revealed both in the nature of 
judgement -taking what is not good or bad in the strict sense to be such (cf. B); 
and in the concomitant psychosomatic movements, the ‘shrinkings’ 
‘stretchings’, ‘swellings’ and ‘contractions (B, D 4—5), which form 
coordinate definitions. A passion is a weak opinion (C; sce 41), wher 

‘weakness’ describes the state of a ‘perverted’ reason, assenting to imp 
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that trigger off impulses inconsistent with a well-reasoned understanding of 
what their objects are worth. 

The precedence of appetite and fear to pleasure and distress (A 4) can be 
explained by the fact that the former motivate actions which result in one of the 
latter. Appetite and fear are defined by reference to the agent’s ‘expectations’, 
pleasure and distress by his ‘fresh’ beliefs about the good or bad things he is 
presently experiencing (B). Thus the objects of appetite and fear will typically be 
external states of affairs towards which we literally ‘stretch forth’ or from which 
we ‘shrink back’. (The Stoics, as our translations seek to bring out, liked to 
exploit the etymological sense of ordinary words, in this case ‘desire’ and 
‘aversion’.) The two ‘resultant’ passions, pleasure and distress, have internal 
objects which are (or manifest themselves in) the soul's ‘swelling’ and 
‘contraction’. B taken together with O shows that the ‘freshness’ of the false 
judgements which constitute pleasure and distress reveals itself in the opinion 
that one ought to be elated or depressed. Hence Chrysippus was prepared to 
explain the lessening of distress (O) not as an alteration of the false opinion that 
something bad is present, but as a weakening of the impulse to the ‘contraction’, 
thac is, the further false opinion that one ought to be depressed. To suppose that 
property is something good is a basic error, but not a sufficient condition of 
having a passion for wealth — judging ic to be the greatest good (L). 

As the name of a primary passion, ‘pleasure’ needs to be distinguished from 
the synonymous state described as a ‘by-product’ (57A 3) and variously 
classified as ‘indifferent but preferred’, ‘natural but without value’, ‘neither 
natural nor valuable’ (see note on A4 in vol. 2). What this neutral pleasure 
signifies is established by the fact chat its opposite is one of the standard words for 
physical pain (58A 4). The pleasure which is indifferent should be taken to cover 
pleasurable sensations which are entirely involuntary or unavoidable by- 
products of natural human behaviour. Pleasure only becomes a passion when a 
Person assents to false judgements concerning the desirability and goodness of 
pleasurable experiences. So too with the undesirability and badness of pain when 
this refers to the passion ‘distress’. More generally, the Stoics are not committed 
to the utterly implausible claim that every state of a person's mind is 
immediately under the control of reason. They acknowledged that even a wise 
man is so constituted that he may be involuntarily subject to weeping, sexual 
arousal, shock at sudden noises etc. (X, Y). Such responses to circumstances will 
only be signs of passions if they belong to someone who has misjudged his 


Stuaton, and thereby given himself an excessive impulse manifested in appetite, 
etc. 


Because we are responsible for the state of our reason, we are responsible for our 
Pastions, a fundamental Stoic doctrine which explains their emphasis on 
arength of will and character (cf. T). The passions’ dependence on faulty 
ea abt and thus on the perversion of reason, is exemplified in U and V. We 

g ote are to blame for our passions, Epictetus maintains, which follow 

-SHY upon mistaken interpretation of our mental impressions, or 
excnption of experience. Thus passion, as reason gone astray, is not a feature 
© non-rational animals (14). 


At the basis of this theory is Chrysippus' important denial that the human soul 
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consists of rational and irrational faculties. He rejected the Platonic model of a 
simultaneously divided self, whereby emotional conflict is explained in terms of 
reason and passion pulling a person in opposite ways at the same time (G). For 
Chrysippus, emotional conflict is a fluctuation of the unitary commanding- 
faculty, which is capable of changing so swiftly that i gives the misleading 
appearance of being divided into two distinct powers (cf. 61B 9-11). Zeno had 
already described passion as a ‘fluttering’ (SVF 1.206, cf. A 1-2), the 
ornithological metaphor being chosen to convey its volatility; and chat thought 
is developed in G. Thus the dominant Stoic conception of those subject to 
passion is their instabilicy and lack of consistent direction; note the references to 
‘weakness’ and ‘lack of tension’ (C, T). Galen, our principal source for 
Chrysippus' psychology, was tediously critical of Chrysippus’ abandonment of 
Plato's tripartite division of the soul into rational, appetitive and competitive 
faculties, and of his locating reason as well as passion in the heart (H). He attacked 
him by means of Posidonius, who had recurned to the Platonic model of the soul 
{K 2), using this as his explanation of the naturalness of the passions to the latter 
two irrational faculties (M 1-2, P 1, cf. N). Posidonius had also represented 
Chrysippus as being out of line with Zeno and Cleanthes (I 1—2), but the 
surviving evidence is insufficient to corroborate his opinion. Most of 
Chrysippus' terminology for the passions goes back to Zeno (cf. SVF 1.205—15), 
and Cleanthes’ verses, quoted in I r, do not prove that he distinguished reason 
and passion in the way Posidonius alleged. Against Posidonius is 61B, which 
attributes monistic psychology to Zeno and Aristo as well as Chrysippus. 

Some innovations and developments, however, were doubtless made by 
Chrysippus himself, probably with a view to clarifying the difficulty (cf. K 3) of 
positing an ‘irrational’ state of a rational faculty. Where Zeno had spoken, 
somewhat loosely perhaps, of judgements resulting in ‘irrational movements’, 
Chrysippus insisted that the passion itself js a judgement (K 1). This suggests that 
he identified the cognitive activity and the ‘irrational movement’, a thesis which 
would be reflected in the co-ordinate definitions of B (cf. D). 

Posidonius’ principal objections to Chrysippus’ doctrine of passion are 
recorded in K, M, P, and Q. One of these is conceptual, the impossibility of 
reason exceeding itself (K 3). Taking up Chrysippus’ analogy with running (J 7). 
Posidonius argued that running’s ‘excess’ over rational choice is due to an 
irrational factor, the body's weight. Bur this is a hopeless rejoinder. Chrysippus’ 
point is that the runner’s impulse co run is an aberrant activity of reason itself-2 
volition which makes a person lose control of himself. That indicates perception 
of the fact that passions are both voluntary or intentional and sometimes 
recognized by their subjects to be excessive (cf. A 6-8). Posidonius more 
interesting objections are empirical. Chrysippus had explained the origin of vi 
by reference to the corrupting effect of the external environment (M 7; but 
62D and commentary, which show that Chrysippus’ position was much more 
complex than Posidonius allows). Posidonius challenged the implicit optimi 
concerning human nature in an ideal environment. On his view the ‘persuasi 
ness’ of the environment is only intelligible on the assumption that the passi 
are predisposed by internal features of the soul and of the bodily consid 
Posidonius found support for his doctrines in the effectiveness of habits (P 4) 
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‘irrational activities’ (Q 1) in stimulating and assuaging the passions. As Q3 
shows, he interpreted reason more restrictively than Chrysippus, counting a 
perceptual impression on its own as something ‘irrational’. The difference 
between the two Stoics emerges particularly clearly in M8 and 6416: for 
Posidonius, impulse is a mental function which has either reason or passion as its 
source. For Chrysippus, passion itself is a rational impulse which has deviated 
from nature's norm. Posidonius’ definition of the end (63J2) indicates the 
centrality to his ethics of accepting the irrational as an independent and 
corrupting power in human nature. 

On his tripartite view of the soul, pleasure and power are ‘appropriate’ to its 
irrational faculties, appetite and competition, and these facts of human nature 
explain people’s ‘proneness to sickness’ (S1), when they mistake what is 
naturally desirable to the soul's ‘brutish’ part as desirable without qualification 
(N). By thus internalizing the causes of the passions, Posidonius thought he had 
done more than Chrysippus to explain their origin and cure (cf. M3, P, Q). 
Even so, it is not an obvious truth chat a life devoted to philosophy is any more 
rational than one committed to wine-tasting or political ambition. As moral 
therapy, Posidonius’ doctrines have some interest, but they do far less than 
Chrysippus’ to promote understanding of what passion is and its relation to 
reason. 

In Chrysippus’ use of the analogy with bodily health (R 1), the unpredictabil- 
ity of the passions and slightness of their extemal causes are emphasized. 
Posidonius, in line with his conception of internal disorder, preferred to stress 
the dispositional tendencies, ‘proneness to sickness’ (R 5), a doctrine which has 
left its mark in the terminology of S. ous 
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A Plutarch, On Stoic self-contradictions ro41F (SVF 3.545) 


In his On Justice book 3 he (Chrysippus] said: ‘For this reason then, owing 
to the extreme magnitude and beauty [of justice], we seem to be talking 
fiction and not on the level of man and human nature.’ 


B Plutarch, On Stoic self-contradictions 1034B (SVF 3.698) 


Chrysippus, again, by writing in his On rhetoric that the wise man will 
make public speeches and engage in politics as if he regarded wealth and 
reputation and health as good, agrees that the Stoics’ theories are not for 
public consumption and of no social relevance. 


C Seneca, Letters 116.5 (Panaetius fr. 114, part) 


I think Panaetius 


wh gave a charming answer to the youth who asked 


ether the wise man would fall in love: 'As to the wise man, we shall 
xe. What concerns you and me, who are still a grear distance from the 
da is to ensure that we do not fall into a state of affairs which is 

tbed, powerless, subservient to another and worthless to oneself.” 
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D Cicero, On duties 1.46 


[Probably drawing on Panaetius] Since life is passed not in the company 
of men who are perfect and truly wise, but those who do very well ifthey 
show likenesses of virtue, I think it must be understood that no one 
should be entirely neglected in whom any mark of virtue is evident. 


E Cicero, On duties 1.107, 110-11, 114-17 (including Panaetius fr. 97) 


(1) It should also be understood that nature has endowed us with twc 
roles, as it were. One of these is universal, from the fact that we all share ir 
reason and that status which raises us above the beasts; this is the source ot 
all rectitude and propriety, and the basis of the rational discovery of oui 
proper functions. (2) The second role is the one which has beer 
specifically assigned to individuals. Just as there are great bodily 
differences between people . . . so too there are still greater menta 
divergences . . . (3) To secure that propriety more easily which we are 
seeking, each person should firmly hold on to those characteristics of hi 
which are not vicious but peculiar to himself. For we must so act that we 
do nothing in opposition to human nature in general, and yet, while 
keeping that secure, follow our own nature. Thus, even if a different 
course would be more dignified and superior, we should still reguiate ow 
own pursuits by the rule of our own nature. For it is pointless to resist 
one’s own nature and to pursue something which one cannot attain... 
(4) The whole essence of propriety is quite certainly consistency, both in 
life as a whole and in individual actions, and you cannot secure this if you 
imitate other people’s nature and overlook your own... . (5) Each person 
therefore should get to know his own temperament and show himself an 
acute judge of his own merits and weaknesses . . . (6) We shall work most 
effectively, then, at those things to which we are best suited. But if we are 
sometimes shoved by circumstances into roles which are not germane ta 
our temperament, we should give all our thought, effort and attention to 
performing them, ifnot with propriety, at least with as little impropriety 
as possible . . . (7) To the above-mentioned two roles, a third is appended, 
which some chance or circumstance imposes: and a fourth as well, which 
we take upon ourselves by our own decision. Headships of state, military 
commands, noble birth, public office, wealth, resources and their 
opposites depend on chance and are ruled by circumstances. But what 
role we ourselves are willing to take on depends on our own free choice: 
“Hence some take up philosophy, others civil law, others oratory, and 
people differ as to which virtues they prefer to excel in . . . (8) Above all 
we must decide who and what sort of people we want to be, and what 
kind of life we want to lead; and this is the most difficult question of all 
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F Epictetus, Discourses 4.12.15-19 


(x) First then, we must keep these principles ready to hand and do 
nothing apart from them but have our soul intent on this target: pursuing 
none of the externals, none of the things which are not ours, but as the 
almighty has determined — pursuing what we should choose to the 
utmost, and taking the rest in whatever way they are given to us. (2) Next 
we must remember who we are and what is our title, and try to regulate 
our proper functions to suit the possibilities of our social relationships: 
what is the right time for singing, for playing, and in whose presence; 
what will be out of place . . . ; when to poke fun and who to laugh at; 
under what conditions and with whom to keep company; and finally 
how to preserve one’s own selfin company ... (3) Very well, is it possible 
to remain quite faultless? That is beyond our power, but it is possible to 
be continually intent on not doing wrong. We must be content if we 
avoid at least a few faults by never relaxing this attention. 
G Cicero, On ends 3.60-1 (SVF 3.763) 
(Speaker: the Stoic Cato] (1) When a man has a preponderance of the 
things in accordance with nature, it is his proper function to remain alive; 
when he has or foresees a preponderance of their opposites, itis his proper 
function to depart from life. (2) This clearly shows that it is sometimes a 
proper function both for the wise man to depart from life, although he is 
happy, and for a fool to remain alive, although he is wretched. (3) For the 
real good and bad, as has been frequently said already [see 59D 6}, arise 
later. But the primary natural things, whether favourable or adverse, fall 
under the wise man’s decision and choice, forming as it were the material 
of wisdom. (4) Therefore, the reason for remaining in and departing 
from life is to be measured by those things. For it is not virtue which 
retains < the wise man > in life, nor are those without virtue obliged to 
seek death. (5) And it is sometimes a wise man's proper function to 
abandon life even though he is supremely happy if he can do so at the 
right time . . . (6) Since, then, vices do not have the power of providing a 
reason for suicide, even fools, who are wretched, plainly have the proper 
ction of remaining alive if they have a preponderance of the things we 
call in accordance with nature. 


H Diogenes Laertius 7.130 (SVF 3.757) 
ney [the Stoics] say that the wise man will commit a well-reasoned 
made both on behalf of his country and on behalf of his friends, and ifhe 
vicam to unduly severe pain or mutilation or incurable illness. , 
425 

t 





Stoic ethics 


I Seneca, Letters 94.2, 31, §O-1 


(1) The Stoic Aristo regards this part [i.e. the part of philosophy which 
gives specific precepts to each person] as trivial . . . what is most effective, 
he says, are the actual doctrines of philosophy and the constitution of the 
highest good: ‘One who has understood and learned this well prescribe: 
to himself what he should do in every matter’ . . . ‘If someone does not 
have the right doctrines,’ he says, ‘how will injunctions help him wher 
he is chained down by vicious ones?’ (2) By liberating him from them, o! 
course; for his natural character has not lost its spark irrevocably, but i: 
concealed and weighed down. Thus it also attempts to revive and 
struggle against corruption, but having got assistance and been helped by 
precepts it regains strength, provided thar it has not been infected and 
destroyed by persistent disease. For the latter will not be made good even 
by philosophical training which exerts itself to the utmost. What is the 
difference between the doctrines of philosophy and precepts other than 
the fact chat the former are general precepts, the latter specific? Each of 
them prescribes things - the former quite generally, the latter in 
particular . . . (3) Weaker characters need someone to lead the way: “This 
you will avoid, this you will do.’ If, moreover, someone waits for the 
time when he will know through himself what it is best to do, he will go 
astray in the interim and thus be prevented from reaching the point when 
he can be content with himself; therefore, he needs to be ruled while he is 
beginning to be able to rule himself. 

J Seneca, Letters 95.10-12, 61, 63-4 ae AN 
(1) Philosophy is both theoretical and practical; it observes and acts at the 
same time . . . Consequently, since it is theoretical, it has its own doctrines. 
Note that no one also will properly perform what he should do unless he 
has acquired the system of being able to execute all the measures of 
proper functions in every matter. These will not be secured by someone 
who has received precepts for the matter in hand but not for everything 
. . . Itis doctrines which fortify, which protect our safety and tranquillity, 
which embrace the whole of life and, at the same time, the whole nature 
of things. The difference between the doctrines of philosophy and its 
precepts is the same as the difference between elements and limbs; limbs. 
depend on elements, whereas elements exist for their sake and for 
everything . . . (2) In philosophy certain things need an injunction, and: 
certain others need proof . . . If proofs <are necessary> , so too are 
doctrines which give reasoned arguments for the truth .. . Finally, w 

we advise someone to treat a friend just like himself, or to think that 
enemy can become a friend, or to stimulate this man’s affection and 
moderate that man’s hatred, we add the words, ‘it is just and honourable 
But what is just and honourable is comprised by the system of © 
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doctrines. This systern, therefore, is the necessary condition of those 
precepts. But let us unite precepts and doctrines. Without a root, in fact, 
branches are useless, and the roots themselves are aided by what they 


generate. 


With this section we reach the last acknowledged topic of Stoic ethics, 
‘encouragements and discouragements’ (56A), and related material. The 
division of al] mankind into two absolute categories, the wise and the foolish, or 
the virtuous and the inferior (611, N, T; 67M, P), combined with the extreme 
rarity of the former category throughout history, exposed the Stoics to the 
charge of being completely unpractical in their ethics. Given their conditions for 
wisdom or virtue ~ infallibility, absolute consistency, rational perfection, doing 
everything well — the Stoics could noc dismiss the charge as a misrepresentation 
icf. A). They did, however, admit the possibility of becoming good (54H 4, 
61K), the natural tendencies to virtue of all people (61L), and the existence of ‘a 
likeness of whac is right’ in bad men (60E 5). Their favoured term for the 
immoral majority was phauloi, which means inferior or ordinary, rather than 
vicious or wicked. And this category includes ‘progressives’, people who, 
though still absolutely distinct from the wise, are making progress towards this 
end (591, 61T). 

Starting with Chrysippus himself, we can observe an increasing readiness to 
acknowledge the idealization of their ethical standard {A), and to admit the 
qualified propriety of a more extended use of ‘goad’ and 'bad' than Zeno, or 
certainly Aristo, would have accepted (B; cf. 58H). The accommodation of the 
ethical system to something tike moral education for a general audience was che 
special concer of Panaetius. In his books On proper function, the basis of Cicero 
On duties, he insisted chat the philosophy’s emphasis on wisdom and moral 
perfection did not preclude its relevance and adaptation asa guide to the training 
of anyone ‘in whom any mark of virtue is evident’ (D, cf. ©}. His interest in 
educating ‘progressives’, if 2 different emphasis from his predecessors’ focus on 
the wise man (C), did not involve any alteration of the basic moral theory. That 
much is clear from Cicero: although the ‘proper functions’ Panaetius discussed 
were derived from analysis of the virtues (59P), ic was entirely orthodox to 
tegard them as performable by the inferior as well as the strictly virtuous. But 
Panactius probably gave Stoicism a more humane tone than it had known 
before. Such sensitivity to human fallibility, prompted perhaps by the success 
Stoicisin was now enjoying in its diffusion beyond the Greek world, is a notable 
feature of Stoics writing under the Roman Empire (cf. C, F 3). 

, Earlier Stoics, tike other Greek philosophers, had been interested in analysing 
different lifestyles and careers (cf. 67X, Y). That interest may have helped co 
simulate Panaetius’ almost certainly original doctrine that proper functions are 
*pecifiable by reference to ‘four roles’ which each person has (E). The word 
translated ‘role’ is persona (the Latin for an actor's mask), and Panaedus’ theory 
mmiguingly anticipates modern conceptions of personality and role play. Roles 
ane and two (E 1—6) refer respectively to the shared rationality of ali human 

Bs universal nature’) and the physical, mental and temperamental nature of 
individual. [n proposing the latter, in agreement with the former, as a 
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guideline of how persons should act and shape their lives, Panaetius gave 
Stoicism an insight that has some resemblance to the Aristotelian ‘mean that is 
relative to us’: Aristotle had stipulated personal idiosyncrasies as factors each 
person should consider in developing a moral disposition that avoids excess or 
deficiency in feelings and actions (Nicomachean ethics 2.9). But Panaetius’ 
insistence on the moral relevance of ‘personality’ is an idea without clear parallel 
in ancient ethics. Equally impressive is the clarity with which he distinguishes the 
entirely accidental determinants of personal identity (role three) from the career 
and specializations people choose for themselves (role four, E 7). Collectively 
the four roles offer an account of the general considerations people should 
review in deciding on their proper functions— what I ought to do as a member of 
the human race, as the person with my natural strengths and weaknesses, as 
unavoidably involved in these external circumstances, and with the lifestyle and 
bent I have chosen for myself. 

As presented by Cicero, Panaetius' doctrine is too bland in its assumptions that 
people can distribute their moral identity so neatly, and that what is done under 
the guidance of roles two to four (think of an Islamic fundamencalist) will 
conform to supposediy universal moral norms (role one). But personal 
responsibility is stressed (E 8), and ail the more acutely in the absence of any 
underpinning by ‘the wise man’ or fate. The ‘universal nature’ of Panaetius’ first 
role is that of man in general, not the cosmic nature whose normative force for 
man is stressed in early Stoic accounts of the ‘end’ (see 63), What little we know 
of Panaetius’ physics (cf. 46P) suggests a reticence on the cosmo-biology or 
pantheism of his predecessors, and reinforces the impression of his interest in the 
widespread practice of Stoic ethics. The same, with some qualifications, is true of 
Epictetus. His analysis of proper functions by reference to ‘titles’ (F 2; cf. 59Q) 
makes use of a functionalism — what is my job under this description? — very 
similar to Panactius’ delineation of roles. More distinctive of Epictetus’ concern 
with ethics in action is his prescription to cultivate moral purpose, ‘what is ours’, 
to the exclusion of all concern with the active pursuit of externals, ‘which are not 
ours’ (F 1). Ji t 
Even the wise man, however, needs the wherewithal to live. Faced with a 
preponderance of CN things (see 58) — chronic ill-health, persistent pain,. 
poverty, loss of family and friends — he cannot live in accordance with the naure, 
of man in general; he also lacks the material conditions necessary to virtuous 
action, which requires him to select things in accordance with nature and reject 
their opposites (cf. 59A; 64A). In such adverse circumstances, it was 2: 
suicide becomes the wise man’s proper function (G). This thesis underlines o! 
again the Stoics’ precarious position between Aristo’s complete indifference to, 
all non-moral values and the Aristotelian stipulation that the external g 
virtue needs for its exercise are constituents of happiness (cf. 64L; also S8F-#) 
For Chrysippus and his successors, any allocation of AN and CN things 
indifferent with respect to happiness, and yet sufficiently powerful to pro 
reasons for living or ceasing to live (G 4-6; cf. 61Q). 

The rationality of suicide ‘at the right time’ was a notorious Stoic doors 
(contrast the Epicurean wise man, 22Q 5; 24A 6-8), and liable, like 
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Christian martyrdom, to be misused as the test of ultimate commitment to the 
creed. Biographical fabrication may account for the reputed suicides of Zeno, 
Cleanthes and Antipater. But under the Roman Empire especially, a number of 
prominent Romans who were Stoics and opposed to the regime ended their lives 
in this way (cf. H for the rationality of patriotic suicide). Though not wise men 
in the technical sense, they exemplify the ‘power of autonomous action’ (= 
freedom, 67M 1) of which suicide, appropriately chosen, was the school’s most 
potent expression. 

Is the position adopted on suicide 2 doctrine or a precept? The point of this 
question brings us to I and J, where these terms are clarified. A precept is a 
specific recommendation to an individual or type of individual to do this or 
avoid that ([2~3). Doctrines are generic, or ‘elements’ of the system, which 
justify precepts by giving the reasons for their suitability. The precept, ‘do all 
you can to moderate X’s hatred’, is grounded in the doctrine that such a course of 
action is what the nature of justice requires (J 2). Aristo argued thar the whole 
topic of ‘encouragements and discouragements’ (56A) was pointless, in keeping 
with his focus upon the wise man’s ability, without any external guidelines, to 
adapt appropriately to all circumstances (I 1, cf. 58G). In 12-3 Seneca defends 
. the educational value of precepts against Aristo. Later (J1) he stresses their 
limitations, and the indispensability of the right doctrines (ct. 61P). Finally (J 2) 
he recommends their joint utility. 

Space prevents us from excerpting more material from these interesting 
Letters. They indicate the Stoics’ recognition of a standing problem for moral 
tules, The more theoretically a rule is formulated, the less it offers as a directly 
practical prescription. Highly specific precepts, on the other hand, may do 
nothing to show why they should be complied with, and, if generalized, they 
may be too sweeping to fit particular cases. Underlying Seneca’s discussions is 
the concept of proper functions (J t: cf. 59). In their perfect form, as a wise man's 
right actions, these issue from his knowledge of doctrines and his correct 
assessment of his circumstances. As the actions of ordinary people, they may 
comply with a precept, but fall short in their agent's lack of consistency and 
understanding of their rationale. Progressives can be viewed as people who 
regularly follow rationally based precepts, and are beginning to understand the 
doctrines which underlie them. 
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A Plutarch, On the fortune of Alexander 3294-8 (SVF 1.262, part) 


(1) The much admired Republic of Zeno . . . is aimed at this one main 

point, that our household arrangements should not be based on cities or 

Parishes, each one marked out by its own legal system, but we should 

egard all men as our fellow-citizens and local residents, and there should 

One way of life and order, like that of a herd grazing together and 

murtured by a common law. (2) Zeno wrote this, picturing as it were a 
m or image of a philosopher's well-regulated society. 
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B Diogenes Laertius 7.32-3 : È wog 
(1) Some people, including the circle of Cassius the Sceptic, criticize 
Zeno extensively: (2) first, for declaring ac the beginning of his Republic 
that the educational curriculum is useless; (3) and secondly, for his 
statement that all who are not virtuous are foes, enemies, slaves and 
estranged from one another, including parents and children, brothers 
and brothers, relations and relations. (4) They criticize him again for 
presenting only virtuous people in the Republic as citizens, friends, 
relations and free . . . and for his doctrine set out there concerning 
community of wives, and his prohibition at line 200 against the building 
of temples, lawcourts and gymnasia in cities. ($) They also take exception 
to his statement on currency: ‘The provision of currency should not be 
thought necessary either for exchange or for travel’, and for his 
instruction that men and women should wear the same clothes and keep 
no part of the body completely covered. 














C Plutarch, On Stoic self-contradictions 10348 (SVF 1.264, part) 


It is a doctrine of Zeno’s not to build temples of the gods; for a temple not 
worth much is also not sacred, and nothing made by builders or 
workmen is worth much. AER ik 
D Athenaeus s61c (SVF 1.263, part) l 


Pontianus said that Zeno of Citium regarded Eros as god of friendship 
and freedom, and the provider in addition of concord, but of nothing: 
else. Hence in the Republic Zeno said: ‘Eros is a god which contributes to: 
the city's security.’ 

E Clement, Miscellanies $.9.58.2 (SVF 1.43) vs . 
The Stoics say that the first Zeno wrote certain things which they zi 
reluctant to give to their pupils to read unless they have first proved. 
themselves to be genuine philosophers. 


F Plutarch, On Stoic self-contradictions 1044F-1045A (SVF 3.753, Par 


In one of his books of Exhortations, he [Chrysippus] says that 
intercourse with mothers or daughters or sisters, eating certain food, and 
proceeding straight from childbed or deathbed to a temple have beri 
discredited without reason. He also says that we should look to the b 

and infer from their behaviour that nothing of this kind is out of place od 
unnatural. 


G Sextus Empiricus, Outlines of Pyrrhonism 3.247—8 


[Chrysippus from his Republic:] (1) ‘If from the living person 2 æ | 
should be cut off which is edible, we should not bury it or dispose of it 
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some other way, but consume it, so that from our parts anew one may be 
generated.’ (2) In his books On proper function, he says explicicly 
concerning the burial of parents: ‘When parents die, we should use the 
simplest methods of burial, as though the body, like the nails or teeth or 
hair, were nothing to us, and we need give no care or attention to 
anything like that. So too, if the flesh is edible, people should use it, as 
they should use one of their own parts such as a severed foot and the like." 


H Plutarch, On exile 600E (SVF 1.371, part) 


By nature, as Aristo said, there is no native land, just as there is no house 
or cultivated fieid, smithy or doctor’s surgery; each one of these comes to 
be so, or rather is so named and called, always in relation to the occupant 
and user. 


I Stobaeus 2.103,14-17 (SVF 1.587, part) 


[Cleanthes:] "If a city is a habitable structure, in which people who take 
refuge have access to the dispensation of justice, a city is surely something 
civilized; but a city is this sort of habitation; therefore a city is something 
civilized.’ 

J Dio Chrysostom 36.20 (SVF 3.329) 


They [the Stoics] say that a city is a group of people living in the same 
place and administered by law. 


K Seneca, On leisure 4.1 


Let us take hold of the fact that there are two communities — the one, 
which is great and truly common, embracing gods and men, in which we 
look neither to this comer nor to that, but measure the boundaries of our 


state by the sun; the other, the one to which we have been assigned by the 
accident of our birth. 


L Anus Didymus (Eusebius, Evangelical preparation 15.15.3-3; SVF 
2.528, part) 

(1) The world is also called the habitation of gods and men, and the 
Smucture consisting of gods and men and the things created for their sake. 
(2) For just as there are two meanings of city, one as habitation and two as 
the structure of its inhabitants along with its citizens, so the world is like a 
Ory consisting of gods and men, with the gods serving as rulers and men 
a their subjects. (3) They are members of a community because of their 
Participation in reason, which is natural law; and everything else is 
reated for their sake. 

M Diogenes Laertius 7.121-2 

[The Stoics Say: 

. ay:] 


Í (1) Only he [the wise man] is free, but the inferior are 
ves. For freedo 


m is the power of autonomous action, but slavery is the 
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lack of autonomous action. There is also a different slavery which consists 
in subordination, and a third consisting in possession as well as subordi- 
nation; this last is contrasted with despotism, which is also a morally 
inferior state. (2) Besides being free the wise are also kings, since kingship 
is rule that is answerable to no one; and this can occur only among the 
wise, as Chrysippus says in his work On Zeno’s proper use of terminology, 
For he says that a ruler must have knowledge of what is good and bad, 
and that no inferior man has this. (3) Likewise only the wise are holders of 
public offices, judges and orators, whereas no inferior man is. 


N Philo, On every virtuous man’s being free 97 (SVF 1.218) 


Surely it is worth mentioning Zeno’s statement that: ‘Someone could 
sooner immerse a bladder filled with air than compel any virtuous man 
against his will to do anything he does not want.’ For the soul which right 
reason has braced with firm doctrines is unyielding and invincible, 


© Plutarch, On listening to poetry 33D (SVF 1.219) 


Zeno corrected Sophocles’ passage: ‘Whoever does business with a 
tyrant is the latter's slave, even if he goes as a free man’, rewriting it as, ‘is 
not a slave, if he goes as a free man’. 


P Diogenes Laertius 7.124 (SVF 3.631) 


They [the Stoics} say chat friendship exists only among the virtuous, on 
account of their similarity. They describe friendship as a certain sharing 
of life's wherewithal, since we treat our friends as we treat ourselves. 
They declare too that a friend is choiceworthy for his own sake and that it 
is good to have a number of friends. But no friendship exists among the: 
inferior, and no inferior man has a friend. i 


l 
Q Athenaeus 267B (SVF 3.353) 67 o Nt 


Writing in his On concord book 2, Chrysippus says that there is a; 
difference between a slave and a servant: freedmen are still slaves, burj 
those who have not been released from ownership are servants. s 
servant’, he says, ‘is a slave designated by ownership.’ i 


R Marcian 1 (SVF 3.314) 

[The opening of Chrysippus, On law] ‘Law is king of all things human 
and divine. Law must preside over what is honourable and base, as rulet 
and as guide, and thus be the standard of right and wrong, prescribing © 
animals whose nature is political what they should do, and prohibiang 
them from what they should not do.’ 

S Cicero, Republic 3.33 (SVF 3.325) 


(Speaker: the Stoic Laelius] (1) True law is right reason, in agreemesl 
with nature, diffused over everyone, consistent, everlasting, wh 
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nature is to advocate duty by prescription and to deter wrongdoing by 
prohibition. {2} Its prescriptions and prohibitions are heeded by good 
men though they have no effect on the bad, (3) It is wrong to alter this 
law, nor is it permissible to repeal any part of it, and it is impossible to 
abolish it entirely. We cannot be absolved from this law by senate or 
people, nor need we look for any outside interpreter of it, or 
commentator. (4) There will not be a different law at Rome and at 
Athens, ora different law now and in the future, but one law, everlasting 
and immutable, will hold good for all peoples and at all times. (5) And 
there will be one master and ruler for us all in common, god who is the 
founder of this law, its promulgator and its judge. (6) Whoever does not 
obey it is fleeing from himself and treating his human nature with 
contempt; by this very fact he will pay the heaviest penalties, even if he 
escapes all conventional punishments. ~ 

u 
T Cicero, Republic 1.34 (Panaetius fr. 119) , 
I [Laelius} remembered that you [Scipio] were in the habit of discussing 
politics very frequently with Panaetius when Polybius was present, the 
two Greeks perhaps most accomplished in the subject, and that you 
produced many arguments to show that by far the best form of 
government is the one bequeathed by our ancestors. 


U Diogenes Laertius 7.131 (SVF 3.700) ‘een a 
They [the Stoics] say that the best constitution is a combination of 
democracy, kingship and aristocracy. 


V Cicero, On duties 2.73 (Panaetius fr. 118) 


Communities and governments were founded above all for the 
Preservation of private property. For although men banded together 
under nature’s guidance, it was in the hope of safeguarding their 
possessions that they sought the protection of cities. 


W Stobaeus 2.109,10-110,4 (SVF 3.686, part) 


(t) They [the Stoics] say that there are three preferable lives, the kingly, 
the political and thirdly, the scholarly. (2) Likewise there are three 
preferable ways of earning money, first from a kingdom either by being 
king oneself or being provided for from the king's property. (3) 
ondly, from the community, since the wise man will cake part in 
politics on the basis of the preferential reason; and he will marry and 
Proana children, since these are in accordance with the < nature > of 
ENS which is rational, sociable and gregarious. He will make his 
ae me trom those ofhis friends who occupy prominent positions as well 
Om the community. (4) As to practising as a sophist [i.e. giving public 
res} and earning one’s living thereby, the members of the school had 
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a semantic disagreement. They agreed that they would earn a living from 
education and that they would sometimes take fees from those wanting 
to learn. But they had a disagreement over the meaning of the term, some 
taking ‘practice as a sophist’ to mean giving access to philosophical 
doctrines for a fee, while others sensed something pejorative in the term, 
like trading in arguments. 


X Plucarch, On Stoic seif-contradictions 1033c-D (SVF 3.702) 


[Chrysippus from his On lives book 4:] ‘All who suppose that 
philosophers should particularly follow the scholarly life seem to me to 
be initially mistaken in presuming that one should do this for the sake of 
some pastime or something else similar, and protract one’s entire life in 
this sort of way which, if clearly studied, means ‘‘pleasvrably”. We 
should not mistake their meaning, since many say this openly, and a good 
number more obscurely.’ a 


Y Seneca, Letters go.s—7 (Posidonius fr. 284, part) 


(1) In that age which is called golden, Posidonius maintains that rule was 
in the hands of the wise. They restrained aggression, protected the 
weaker from the stronger, advised and dissuaded, and indicated what 
was advantageous and what was not. Their prudence saw to it that their 
people lacked for nothing, their courage averted dangers, and their 
generosity enabled their subjects to progress and flourish .. . (2) But with 
the subsequent infiltration of vices and the alteration of kingdoms into 
tyrannies, the need for laws arose, which were themselves, to begin with, 
introduced by the wise . . . (3) Up to this point I agree with Posidonius 
but chat philosophy invented the techniques which daily life uses, I refuse 
to allow, nor will I claim technology’s fame for philosophy. He says: 
‘Philosophy taught men how to construct buildings at a time when chey 
were scattered and living in huts or caves or hollowed-out tree trunks 


Although only Cleanthes is known to have made politics a distinct part of 
philosophy (26B 4}, Stoic interest in the subject was by no means fleeting 
Zeno's Republic (A-E) was much che most renowned book written by 
Stoic, and Chrysippus also composed a work with the same ttle (cf. G 1). 
absence of political theory from che laccer’s canonical division of ethical topi 
(56A) probably indicates that he perceived it as a dimension of ethics in gem 
and indeed of the whole system. In Stoicism the world-order itself was 
represented as a ‘political’ structure (ef. K, M: 46G3; 57F 3) whose di 
administration and natural laws are the grounds of moral values and the basis 
human life in agreement wich nature (cf. 59Q 3; 63C 3—4). 

The integration in ethics of much that could be called political is evident 
our earlier sections (sce especially 57F-H; 59B 4, Ez, L2). Here we 
assembled material thar shows the Stoics’ more specialized contribuaons- 








434 


67 Political theory 


Pride of place must be given to Zeno’s Republic. The little that survives from this 
fascinating work is enough to show how and why he rapidly established 
credentials as a prominent critic and would-be reformer of contemporary values 
and institutions. His wholesale rejection of the educational curriculum, public 
buildings including temples, and currency, and his recommendations concern- 
ing community of wives and unisex clothing (B, C), embarrassed later Stoics (cf. 
E) when the school had acquired bourgeois respectability; and he probably 
included the still more shocking justifications of incest and cannibalism 
attributed to Chrysippus’ Republic (F, G). In assessing the overall purpose of 
Zeno's work (probably a single papyrus roll, cf. the reference to line 200 at B 4), 
the following points, in addition to those mentioned, should be noted: ‘one way 
of life and order’ as the system of economy and law, in contrast with local and 
civic demarcations (A); virtue, not kinship or any other bond, as the criterion of 
friendship, and also as the criterion of freedom (B 3-4; cf. M, P); restriction of 
citizenship to the virtuous, who appear to have included women, contrary to 
normal Greek practice (B 4—5); sublimation of the sex drive into a source of 
friendship, freedom and social solidarity (D). 

Radical though these views will have seemed to Zeno’s contemporaries, he 
was indebted for many of them, if not for their detailed organization, to the 
Cynics. As noted in our Introduction (p. 3), the Cynic Crates gave Zeno his first 
training in philosophy, and the Republic probably reflects Crates’ influence. This 
in turn will have been inspired by the Cynic Diogenes, reputedly the author of a 
Republic, and certainly a fierce critic of Plato. That Zeno continued this cradition 
is clear both from Plutarch (31L 5) and from some of the points outlined above. 
Unlike the Platonic Republic, with its three classes, Zeno’s state was completely 
uniform (A1) with no minority ruling class. its economic and social 
Prescriptions, and its exclusively moral interpretation of enmity, freedom etc., 
must have implied that Plato's ideal state failed to incorporate some features 
necessary to ‘a philosopher's well-regulated society’ (A 2}. On the other hand, 
Zeno's ideas on sexual arrangements, control by the wise, and sublimated Eros 
havea strong affinity to Plato. It is best to regard Zeno’s Republic not as narrowly 
anu-Placonic, but as a programmatic essay setting out his view of the extreme 
discrepancy berween existing societies as they are and society as it ought to be. 
Study of his Proposals will show that they are systemanically calculated to 
exclude everything divisive or inessential to moral excellence, and to prescribe a 
completely unitary social order. 

Was Zeno’s vision internationalist? It used to be thought so, on the strength of 
the Stoics’ penchant for the expression ‘citizen of the world’ (59Q 3) and from 

general import of A. But Zeno’s Republic itself hardly envisaged a world 
mate. A is Plutarch’s reading of Zeno as a theoretical exponent of the unification 
which Alexander the Great ‘realized in practice’ by empire-building, and 
Guzen of the world’ has less to do with the United Nations chan with the 
Boonality all humans share with their divine ruler (cf. the probably Stoic- 
influenced L). What the Stoics did undoubtedly promote was a very powerful 
ma pion of law as the basis of civic life (cf. A, I,J, R). Their main contribution 

Mternationalism was their treatment of moral principles as laws of human 
Mature, transcending all accidents of birth and local identities (cf. H, S). 


435 





Stoic ethics i a i> cate 


When Stoicism infiltrated the Roman Empire, these ideas found an 
environment larger than any that Zeno can have foreseen. His interest in 
removing al] boundaries between people js particularly well exemplified several 
centuries later in Hierocies’ elaborate proposals (57G). For the presence of 
related ideas in Epicureanism under che Roman Empire, cf. 22P, S. 


As we have noted, Chrysippus followed Zeno in endorsing Cynic attacks on the 
irrationality of some social conventions; and he too criticized some features of 
Plato's Republicin his work On justice {SVF 3.313}, But his apparent support for 
incest and cannibalism (F, G) was scarcely a recommendation to universalize 
these practices. We can take the propriety of eating one's dead parents to be a 
‘proper function’ (note the book tite of G2) like mutilating oneself, which 
depends on circumstances (59E 3). Chrysippus accepted the naturalness of many 
standard practices and evaluations (see 58-9}, but always with the proviso that 
reason must have complete autonomy over the action appropriate to the 
particulars of each situation (cf. 58). His appeal to animal behaviour as a 
criterion of naturalness (F), though a Cynic strategy, invited the objection that 
mien, as the Stoics constantly emphasized, are unique among animals in their 
rationality. Bue Chrysippus could reply that his critics must accept, as the Stoics 
did, a considerable number of characteristics shared by both kinds of animal (cf. 
36E; 57A; 63D 1, E1). The question he raises is the rationality of deeming ` 
behaviour like incest and cannibalism to be natural to beasts but not to humans. 
Although Chrysippus' challenging approach to social thought is evident, he 
also prepared che way for the much more conservative political theory of 
Panactius, which strongly appealed to Cicero (cf. T-V; $7F 5-8). Nothing 
better exemplifies Zeno’s radicalism than his claim that conventional concep- 
tions of freedom (M1, O), kingship and political office (M2), friendship etc 
(B3, P) are completely misguided: these terms, he argued, apply only to the 
virtuous and wise, and therefore, ordinary language is quite incorrect. 
Chrysippus defended Zeno’s reforms, endorsing his conception of wisdom as: 
the only ground for freedom and authoricy (M 2), but he (or his follower), 
allowed the existence of different kinds of slavery (M 1; cf. Q), which include: 
slavery in its conventional sense. Such concessions to ordinary language ( 
58H, 66B} losc Stoicism some of its cutcing edge, but facilitated its 
employment as an authoritative framework for general moral education ( 
66C-F). Adaptability to political realities was, in any case, an almost inevi 
outcome for Stoicism. it was encouraged by the diffusion of Hellenistic cul 
and theoretically justified by the divine providence of all chat happens, 
indifference of all non-moral values, and the emphasis on man’s political 
{R; cf. 57D 2, fF; 63K). 


As the ‘practice of expertise in utility’ (26A), philosophy demands a useful lfe: 
its practitioner. Chrysippus’ warning against restricting philosophers 
professors (X) implies that what makes a philosopher is not devotion 
asceticism or scholarship bur a life consistently shaped by the nght doctrines ( 
3J. O, T). In contrast with the Epicureans (cf. 22Q 5-6), a Stoic wise mar 
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prefer a career that involves him in public life (W). Here again we see a tendency 
to bring Zeno’s ethics into line with the practicalities of life. If Zeno's Republic 
wasa blueprint for man's ideal future, Posidonius contrasted modem corruption 
© with a past Golden Age ruled by the wise (Y 1-2). His claiming philosophy 
responsible for technological progress as well as for enlightened rule (cf. che 
Epicurean culture heroes, 22L 1, M, N) is a bizarre application of the wise man’s 
omnicompetence. 


r 
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68 Methodology Seth eh 
A Cicero, Academica 1.43-6 


ie 
a 


(1) Then Varro said: ‘It is now up to you, as one who deviates from the 
philosophy of the ancients and approves the innovations of Arcesilaus, to 
explain what the schism was and why it took place. so that we can see 
whether your desertion is adequately justified.” (2) I [Cicero] then said: ‘It 
was with Zeno, so_we have heard, that_Arcesilaus began his entire 
struggle, not out of obstinacy or des obstinacy or desire for victory — in my opinion at 
least — but because of the obscurity of the things which had brought 
Socrates to an admission of ignorance, and before him already, 
Democritus, Anaxagoras, Empedocles, and almost all the ancients, who 
said that nothing could be grasped or cognized or known, saying that the 
senses are restricted, the mind weak, the course of life short, and that (to 
quote Democritus) truth has been submerged in an abyss, with. 
everything in the grip of opinions and conventions, nothing left for tru 
and everything in turn wrapped in darkness. (3) So Arcesilaus was in the: 
practice of denying that anything could be known, not even the o 
thing Socrates had left for himself — the knowledge that he knew 
nothing: such was the extent of the obscurity in which everything 
lurked, on his assessment, and there was nothing which could be 
discerned or understood. (4) For these reasons, he said, no one sho 
maintain or assert anything or give it the acceptance of assent, but 
should always curb his rashness and restrain it from every slip; for it wo 
bë extraordinary rashness to accept something either false or incognitiv 
and nothing was more dishonourable than for assent and acceptance 

, run ahead of cognition and grasp. (5) He used to act consistently with chi 

naar and by arguing against everyone's opinions he drew m 
people away from their own, so that when reasons of equal weight " 
found on opposite sides on the same subject, the easier course was 
withhold_assent_from_either side. (6) They call this Academy 
though I think it is old if we count Plato as one of the old Academy. Ia 
books nothing is asserted and there is much argument pro and con 


everything is investigated and nothing is stated as certain. But, none | 
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less, let the one you [Varro] expounded be called the Old, and this one 
the New: it stuck firmly to Arcesilaus’ philosophy right down to 
Cameades, who was its fourth head after Arcesilaus. ° 





B Cicero, Academica 1.13 


Varro: ‘I hear that you have abandoned the Old Academy and are 
treating with the New.’ Cicero: ‘What of ic? .. . Will our friend 
Antiochus have more freedom to shift from a new home to an old than 
we have to go from an old into a new? The latest things are all, to be sure, 
the most correct and improved; although Philo (the teacher of Antiochus 
and a great man as you yourself consider him) says in his books ~ and we 
used to hear this from him in person as well — that there are not two 
Academies, and he demonstrates the mistake of those who thought so.’ 
Varro: ‘Quite so; but I chink you are not unfamiliar with what Antiochus 
wrote against Philo’s statements.’ -" - 


C Cicero, Academica 2.16 ye Raped ey 


(Speaker: the Antiochean Lucullus) (1) Arcesilaus, so it is thought, 
criticized Zeno for discovering nothing new but merely correcting his 
predecessors by altering words; in wanting to undermine Zeno’'s 
definitions he tried to draw a veil of darkness over matters of the utmost 
clarity. (2) His philosophy was not much accepted at first, although he 
excelled both in sharpness of intellect and a certain admirable charm of 
discourse. Lacydes alone was the next to keep it going, but subsequently 
it was perfected by Carneades. 
D Diogenes Laertius 4.28 create 
Arcesilaus was the originator of the Middle Academy, being the first to 
suspend his assertions owing to the contrarieties of arguments. He was 
also the first to argue pro and contra, and the first to change traditional 


Platonic discourse and, by question and answer, to make it more of a 
ating contest. 


Æ Diogenes Laertius 4.32—3 d, ÁO% 


(1) When Crates died, Arcesilaus took charge of the Academy, a man 
Socratides having given way to him. Some say he did not write a 


ingle book because of suspending judgement about everything. Others 


tain that he was caught out revising some books, which he 

Pob shed, according to one view, but which others say that he burnt. He 
: ly seems to have admired Plato, and he had acquired his books. (2) 
say that he emulated P well. He was very keen on dialectic, 

made use of the arguments of the Eretrians. For this reason Aristo 


ts description of him: ‘Plato in front, Pyrrho behind, Diodorus in 
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the middle’. And Timon refers to him thus: ‘Having Menedemus as lead 
in his heart, he will hurry either to the ail-flesh Pyrrho or to Diodorus.’ 


z., And after an interlude Timon makes him say: ‘I will swim to Pyrrho and 
+ to crooked Diodorus.’ 


oe § m ‘ rd 
F Numenius (Eusebius, Evangelical preparation 14.6.4—6) 


` {1) On the strength of this varied training [ie. association with 


Hees 


Theophrastus, Crantor, Diodorus and Pyrrhol, Arcesilaus stayed faithful 
to Pyrrho, except for the name, by the denial of everything. At any rate 
Mnaseas, Philomelus and Timon, the Sceptics, call him a Sceptic, as they 
were themselves, since he too denied the true, the false and the 
convincing. (2) Though he might have been called a Pyrrhonist by 
teason of his Pyrrhonian features, he allowed himself to go on being 
called an Academic, out of respect for his lover {i.e. Crantor]. Hence in all 
but the name he was a Pyrrhonist; he was not an Academic, except for 
being so called. For I do not believe Dicaeocles of Cnidos in his books 
called Diatribes, where he claims that Arcesilaus for fear of Theodorus 
and his like and Bion the sophist, who launched attacks on philosophers 
and shrank from nothing co refute them by every means, protected 
himself against trouble by advancing no manifest doctrine but projected 
suspension of judgement in front of himself, like the ink of the cuttlefish. 
This I do not believe. . 


G Numenius (Eusebius, Evangelical preparation 14.6.12-13) | d 


When Arcesilaus saw that Zeno was a professional rival and a challenger; 
he launched an all-out attack on the arguments that streamed from him 
... And observing the fame ac Athens of that doctrine and its name 
which Zeno first discovered — the cognitive impression — he used ev 


' resource against it. 


H Plutarch, Against Colotes 1120C, 1121E-1122A 


ae 


(1) Having done with the ancients, Colotes turns to his contempo: 
philosophers, without naming any of them . . . He intends, I suspect, 
refute the Cyrenaics first, and secondly the Academy of Arcesilaus. Th 
were the people who suspended judgement about everything . . . (2) 


. Epicurean {i.e. Colotes] seems to have been unduly offended by 


standing of Arcesilaus, who was more highly regarded at the time 
any other philosopher. He says that Arcesilaus had nothing of his 
to say but made uneducated people think and believe that he did. - 
Yet Arcesilaus was so far from loving any reputation for novel 
arrogating to himself anything belonging to the ancients, that. 
sophists of his time accused him of rubbing off his doctrines 
suspension of judgement and non-cognition on Socrates, 
Parmenides and Heraclitus, who did not need them; wherea* 
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attributed them as it were, by way of confirmation, to famous men. On 
his behalf, then, we thank Colotes and everyone who asserts that the 
Academic system reached Arcesilaus from the past. [continued at 69A] 


I Sextus Empiricus, Outlines of Pyrrhonism 1.232-4 


(x) Arcesilaus, the head and leader of the Middle Academy as we were 
saying, seems to me to have very much in common with the Pyrrhonian 
discourses, so that his school is practically the same as ours. (2) For he is 
not found asserting the existence or non-existence of anything, nor does 
he prefer one thing to another by way of credibility or incredibility, but 
suspends judgement about everything. (3) He also says that suspension of 
judgement is the [ethical] end, along with which we were saying that 
freedom from disturbance comes in. He also says that particular 
suspensions of judgement are good and particular assents bad. (4) Except 
for the point that we say all this on the basis of what appears to us, and not 
affirmatively, whereas he does so in reference to nature, and conse- 
quently says that suspension of judgement itself is good and assent bad. 
(5) And if one should also believe what is said about him, the story is that 
he gave the outward appearance of being a Pyrrhonist, but was in truth 
doctrinaire; and that since he used to test his associates by means of 
aporetic, to see if they were naturally suited to receive Platonic doctrines, 
he was thought to be aporetical, but that to those of his associates who 
were naturally suited he transmitted Plato’s philosophy. 

J Cicero, On ends 2.2 Bry ene raso 

(Speaker: Cicero, advocating the Socratic method] By thorough inquiry 
and questioning, he [Socrates] was in the habit of drawing forth the 
Opinions of those with whom he was arguing, in order to state his own 
view as a response to their answers. This practice was not kept up by his 
successors; but Arcesilaus revived it and prescribed that those who 
Wanted to listen to him should not ask him questions but state their own 
Opinions. When they had done so, he argued against them. But his 

. 5O far as they could, would defend their own opinion. 


K Cicero, On ends $10 oob +. eT 


(Speaker: the pro-Antiochean Piso] Aristotle introduced the practice of 
ng pro and contra on particular subjects, not, like Arcesilaus, with 

: object of always arguing against everything, but in order that he 
none the less set out all the possible arguments on either side in 


Every subject. 
L Cicero, On oratory 3.80 


F there 
aere should ever be anyone who could argue pro and contra on all 
» in the Aristotelian manner, and with knowledge of Aristatle’s 
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tules deliver two opposing speeches in every case, or should argue, in the 
manner of Arcesilaus and Carneades, against every thesis, anyone who 
combined that methodology and training with this rhetorical experience 
and practice of speaking [which | mentioned ce would be the only 
true and perfect orator. p. 


M Lactantius, Divine institutes 5.14.3-5 and Epitome 50.8 


When he [Carneades] was sent by Athens as an ambassador to Rome, he 
discoursed at length on justice in the hearing of Galba and Cato to the 
Censor, the foremost orators of the time. On the next day he overtumed 
his own discourse with a discourse on the opposite side, and subverted 
justice, which he had praised on the previous day, not_with the 
seriousness of a philosopher, whose opinion should be firm and stable, 
but in the manner of a rhetorical exercise in which argument is given pro 
and contra... With the object of refuting Aristotle and Plato, supporters 
of justice, Carneades in his first discourse assembled all the arguments in 
favour of justice in order that he might overturn them, as he did . . . not 
because he thought justice ought to be disparaged, but to show that its 
defenders had no certain or firm arguments about it. 














N Cicero, Academica 2.28-9 


[Speaker: the Antiochean Lucullus] (1) When he [Antipater] used to say 
that it was consistent for someone who asserted that nothing was 
cognitive to say that this one thing, none the less, was cognitive, viz. that 
everything else was not, Carneades was sharper in his rejoinder: he used 
to say that so far from being consistent, it was actually the greatest of 
inconsistencies. For someone who said nothing was cognitive made no 
exception; necessarily, then, not even this statement, which had not been 
excepted, could be grasped and cognized in any way. (2) Antiochus 
seemed to get a tighter hold on this topic: he argued that since the 
Academics held it as a ‘doctrine’ (you notice this is now my term for the 
Greek word dogma) that nothing was cognitive, they should not waver im 
their own doctrine as they did in everything else, especially since it 
constituted their main point — for they took the settlement of true 
false or cognitive and incognitive to be the yardstick belonging 
philosophy as a whole; and that since this was the philosophy they 
engaged in, and wanted to show what impressions should be accep 
and what rejected, they certainly ought to have cognized this 
doctrine, which was the foundation of every judgement of truth 
falsehood. 


O Cicero, Academica 2.76-7 

(Speaker: Cicero on behalf of the New Academy] Arcesilaus A rcesilaus fought witi 
Zeno not for the sake of criticizing him, but from a wish to discover Fe 
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truth, as_what follows makes plain: no one previously had clearly 
expounded, or even stated, the thesis that a human being can refrain from 
opining and that a wise man not only can but must do so. To Arcesilaus 
this idea seemed both true and honourable and worthy of a wise man. 
{continued at 40D) 





P Augustine, Against the Academics 2.11 


It was the doctrine of the Academics that man cannot attain knowledge 
so far as those things are concerned which pertain to philosophy — for 
Camneades used to say he did not care about other things — and yet that 
man can be wise, and that a wise man’s whole function . . . is exhibited in 
the quest for truth. 


Q Cicero, Academica 2.60 


[Speaker: the Antiochean Lucullus} Finally, there is their statement that it 
is obligatory to argue pro and contra everything for the sake of 
discovering the truth. I want, then, to see what they have discovered. ‘Ie is 
not our practice’, he [the sceptical Academic] says, ‘to give revelations.’ 
"What are these holy secrets of yours then, or why do you conceal your 
own opinions as though they were something dishonourable?’ ‘In order’, 
he says, ‘that our listeners may be guided by reason rather than 
authority.’ 


ree Ee St g Shta 


R Cicero, Academica 2.32 


[Speaker: the Antiochean Lucullus} (1) Nor in fact can I adequately 
decide what their [the Academics’} policy is or their intentions. For 
someumes when we apply this kind of discourse to them, ‘If your 
arguments are true, then everything will be non-evident’, they answer: 
“Whar, then, has that to do with us? It is not our fault, is it? Blame nature 
for having utterly buried truth in an abyss, as Democritus says.’ (2) But 
others give a more subtle response, and even complain at our accusing 
them of saying that everything is non-evident; and they try to explain the 
extent of the difference between what is non-evident and what is not 
Cognitive, and to distinguish between them. (3) Let us, therefore, deal 
with those who make this distinction, abandoning as hopeless the others 
who say that everything is as non-evident as whether the number of the 
Sars is odd or even. For they want . . . there to be something convincing 
Of resembling the truth, and to use it as a yardstick both in the conduct of 
€ and in investigation and discussion. 


$ Cicero, Academica 2.7-8 x 


ISpeaker: Cicero on behalf of the New Academy] (1) Our arguments 
a no other objective than, by speaking pro and contra, to draw out 
fashion something which is either true or comes as close to truth as 
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possible. (2) Nor is there any difference between ourselves and those who 
think chat they know something except that they have no doubt that 
their positions are true, whereas we hold many things to be convincing 
which we can easily follow but scarcely assert. In this respect, moreover, 
we are more free and unconstrained, because our power of judgement is 
unimpaired, and we are not compelled by any necessity to endorse all the 
cules and virtual commands of certain people. 


T Sextus Empiricus, Outlines of Pyrrhonism 1.235 

Philo says that, so far as the Stoic criterion is concemed (i.e. the cognitive 
impression), things are incognitive, but, so far as the nature of things 
themselves is concerned, cognitive. Moreover, Antiochus transplanted 
the Stoa into the Academy, so that it was even said of him chat he 


practised Stoic philosophy within the Academy; for he used to show that 
the Stoics’ doctrines are present in Plato. 








U Cicero, Academica 2.17~18 
{Speaker: the Antiochean Lucullus) (1) Your Philo was a student of 


Clitomachus for many years, and while he was alive the Academy did 
not lack advocacy. (2) But our present project of arguing against the 
Academics was completely excluded by some philosophers of high 
distinction. They thought there was no reason to argue with those who 
accepted nothing, and they criticized the Stoic Antipater for being much. 
involved in this. They also said it was not necessary to define the nature of 
knowledge or cognition or ‘grasp’ (if we want a word-for-word. 
translation of the Stoic term katalépsis), and that those who wanted to 
urge that there is something that can be grasped and cognized were 
acting unscientifically, because there was nothing clearer than self- 
evidence . . . and they heid that things with this degree of clarity did not 
require definition . . . (3) Philo, however, in setting some new ideas in, 
motion, because he could scarcely withstand the arguments against the: 
Academics’ obstinacy, is a manifest liar .. . and, as Antiochus showed, he: 
fell into the very position he was afraid of. For when he thus denied that 
there was anything that could be grasped [i.e. by the Stoics’ cogniti 
impression] . . . he removed the criterion of the cognitive and 
incognitive. From this the outcome was that nothing could be gras 
with Philo reversed into the position he least wanted. 





V Galen, On the best teaching 1 wp Eg 


(1) Favorinus says that argument pro and contra is the best teaching. 10% 
is the name the Academics give to argument in which they speak ! 
favour of opposite sides. Now the older Academics think that it ends 
suspension of judgement, using ‘suspension of judgement’ for what of 
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might call lack of determination, i.e. making no determination or firm 
assertion about anything. (2) But the younger ones— not just Favorinus — 
sometimes carry suspension of judgement as far as not even granting that 
the sun is an object of cognition, but at other times they carry judgement. 
so far that they even entrust it to their pupils without first giving them 
instruction in a scientific criterion ... Yet in his... Alcibiades he praises, 
the Academics for, on the one hand, speaking in favour of both sides in 
opposing arguments, and, on the other hand, for trusting their pupils to 
choose the truer ones. (3) Here he has said that it seems convincing to him 
that nothing is cognitive; but in his Plutarch he seems to concede that 
there is something firmly cognitive. 


O We have already, in our Introduction (p. 5), deseribed in outline the nature of 
Arcesilaus’ revolution in the Academy. The complexities of evaluating the 
sources for his "New Academy’ im its various phases will be handled later. What 
must be emphasized ar the outset is his official position as the leading Platonist of 
his time. As a youth he studied with a variety of philosophers (cf. F r where the 
reference to Pyrrho is probably unhistorica]), but he soon settled for the 
Academy. He was on excellent cerms with the older establishment there — 
Polemo, Crates, Crantor (F 2) — and it is unthinkable that he would have been 
elected to succeed Crates (Er) if his relationship to Plato had seemed quite 
deviant or traitorous. In fact there had been no consensus interpretation of Plato's 
philosophy at any time since his death, some seventy-five years before 
Arcesilaus’ election. If, as seems likely, Polemo and his contemporaries had 
already begun to react against the efforts of their predecessors, Speusippus and 
Xenocrates, to create a hard-and-fast system out of Plato’s dialogues, this will 
have encouraged Arcesilaus to challenge the whole enterprise of reading Plato as 
adoctrinaire philosopher. He probably possessed Plato's own manuscripts (E 1) 
and lectured on them, which could explain che fanciful suggestion that he 
transmitted Platonic doctrines to suitable pupils (15}. His alleged changes of 
‘tradicional Platonic discourse’ (D) are best explained, we suggest, as a 
recommendation to do philosophy as Socrates does it in Plato’s early dialogues, 
and not to codify supposed doctrines in the manner of a Xenocrates: note the 
teferences to argument pro and contra and question and answer in D (cf. A 6), 
and to his revival of Socratic dialectic in J. 

_ Such a scenario will account for Arcesilaus’ methodology as a Platonist quite 
independently of external influences. But he also had powerful reasons for 
assuming the role ofa latter-day Socrates in response to the upstart philosophy of 
older contemporary, the Stoic Zeno. Our sources emphasize Arcesilaus' 
Snremitting opposition to Stoicism, and especially to Zeno’s empiricist theory 
of knowledge (A2, C, G, O; cf. also Diogenes Laertius 7.162 on Aristo’s 
arguments with Arcesilaus). Zeno as well as Arcesitaus had studied with the 
; ic Polemo. To Arcesilaus Zeno and his followers probably seemed to be 
Bmiappropriating much of the Platonic tradition (compare Antiochus’ later 
approval of this appropriation), and at the same time advancing new doctrines 
any Platonist must strenuously resist. Arcesilaus could maintain that Plato 
Bever put forward any position as more than a hypothesis; that he had shot down 
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his own ‘theory of Forms’ in the Parmenides, and that he had undermined the 
cognitive claims of sense-perception in the Theaetetus, while failing to arrive 
there at any other defensible account of knowledge. If a consistently aporetic 
Plato seems a distortion now, is it any more so than the Neoplatonic focus upon a 
few selected passages as the heart of supposedly Platonic doctrine? 


In the light of Arcesilaus’ acknowledgement of his Platonic pedigree, it is 


neither necessary nor plausible to add his older contemporaries Diodorus and 
Pyrrho as comparably significant influences (E 2, F, I). As a master of dialectic 
himself, Arcesilaus certainly appreciated the Dialectidan Diodorus and ab- 
sorbed some of his techniques, and he must have known about Pyrrho. But the 
Academics themselves never acknowledged Pyrrho, and for good reason. His 
scepticism, as we interpret it, was a dogmatic position; and the tranquillity ic 
yielded gave Pyrrho no reason to engage in philosophical argument (see 1 and 
2). Nor do we hear of tranquillity and suspension of judgement being connected 
by the Academics (note Sextus’ addition in I 3). If Pyrrho was of any interest to 
Arcesilaus, it was probably as the actual example of a life lived without opinion. 

‘Sceptic’, as in F 1, is an anachronistic designation of Arcesilaus, retrojected 
from later Pyrrhonism. The standard characterization of him and his school was 
as ‘those who suspend judgement about everything’ (H 1 and 31P 2, a quotation 
from Chrysippus). This characterization fits one of the two cardinal conclusions 
for which he is said to have argued: thar all things are incognitive (henceforth J), 
and that we should suspend judgement about them (henceforth S). I is the 
proposition most distinctive of the whole New Academy. Although Arcesilaus 
drew support for it from illustrious predecessors (cf. A 2, H 3), the justification he 
gave it was original to him, namely the ‘indiscernibility’ principle according to 
which, for every true impression an identical but false one could arise (40D; cf. 
40E 6. H, J; 70A8, B4). I remained the characteristic thesis of the New 
Academy throughout its history, whereas S was modified or abandoned by 
many later adherents (see e.g. 69H). We can no longer postpone the difficult 
question whether I and S were in any sense Arcesilaus’ own philosophical 
positions, and, ifso, how he could maintain them without eo ipsa compromising 
them. Do they not fall within their own and each other's scope? 

At least four types of answer are available. 

(1) [is in some sense Arcesilaus’ own conclusion, and S is the only proper 
response to it (A 3-5, H 3, 13-4, O). 

(2) S is a purely defensive strategy conveying nothing about Arcesilaus’ real 
aims (F2; cf. I5). 

(3) I is a strictly ad hominem refutation of the Stoic criterion of truth, che 
cognitive impression (see 40), and S is the embarrassing consequence which, on 
the Stoics’ own premises, must follow for the Stoic wise man (G; 41C). 

(4) For every thesis Arcesilaus has been offered he finds it possible to advance a 
councer-argument of equal weight. S is his response to this (A 5, D, cf. J-L). 

Of these, (2) with its imputation of crypto-dogmatism can be quickly 
dismissed. There is no evidence from any unbiased source that Arcesilaus was a 
doctrinaire Platonist, and plenty that he was not. Answer (3) certainly succeeds 
in conveying one important aspect of Arcesilaus’ dialectic (cf. 69G with 
commentary); and it reminds us that suspension of judgement was the Stoics’ 
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required response to anything incognitive (cf. 41E—G). But answer (3), taken on 
its own, fails to explain why both J and S were consistently attached to 
Arcesilaus and his immediate circle (A, E, F 1, H, 12-4, O, V 1; 31P 2; 69G 1). 
Answer (4) is plainly the strategy underlying Arcesilaus’ many critiques of 
individual philosophical theses, which will be found listed in the commentary to 
70. By itself, however, it is inadequate to explain the frequently emphasized link 
between Í and S. Hence answer (1) cannot be excluded either. 

If, as the texts do suggest, J was in some sense Arcesilaus’ own position, no 
immediate self-contradiction is involved. That would arise only if he claimed to 
have cognition that‘all things are incognitive. But on this point at least, the 
evidence for the entire New Academy is consistent: 7 was their ‘doctrine’ (H 3, 
N2, P), their own philosophical position (A 3; 40D; 69K; 71C 9, 11), but they 
steadfastly disavowed cognition of it {A 3, N). 

The real difficulty arises only for those Academics, such as Arcesilaus himself, 
who also insisted on S. A later revisionary like Philo (cf. 69K), who interpreted 
Academic orthodoxy as permitting qualified assent, could present J as his own 
fallible, albeit convincing, belicf (cf. V 3). The difficulty is to see how Arcesilaus 
could intend either J or S as in any sense his own view without at least assenting 
to them and thus contravening S. One possible answer might be sought in our 
next section, where Arcesilaus will be scen suggesting that there are ways of 
being motivated by an impression without assencing to it, i.c. without taking it to 
be true. J and S, he might say, are his own views in so far as they are the ones 
which he finds motivating him. 

These considerations, even if accepted, shouid not be allowed to disguise the 
supremely dialectical character of carly Academic scepticism. This is the feature 
which above all ties it to its Platonic heritage and severs it from Pyrrhonism. 
Where Pyrrhonism warns us to steer clear of all theoretical entanglements in the 
interests of our own tranquillity, carly Academic scepticism thrives on 
theoretical controversies; it teaches us to retain an open mind on them, for the 
sake not of tranquillity but of intellectual integrity (cf. A 4, O). Its frequent 
reliance on its opponents’ premises (for examples see 41C and 69) is integral to its 
dialectical project of exploring the implications of every theoretical stance. 
Hence interpretation (3) noted above, according to which Arcesilaus’ defence of 
land Sisa strictly anu-Stoic move. must not be ignored. Perhaps the best overall 
view of Arcesilaus’ strategy combines (1), (3) and (4) as follows. If. on the one 
hand, you adopt a policy of Academic open-mindedness, giving due weight to 
the pros and cons of every thesis, you will ipso facto suspend judgement. If, on the 
other hand, you adopt a doctrinal stance like Stoicism, it will follow from 
Premises to which this stance commits you, in conjunction with its inability to 
resist J, that you should suspend judgement. Hence whatever philosophical 
Positions you adopt or avoid adopting, you will, if wise, suspend judgement. See 
tor example Arcesilaus' argument ac 41C 9: ‘And if everything is incognitive, it 
will follow, according to the Stoics too, that the wise man suspends judgement.’ 

Arcesilaus, if he did adopt such a strategy, may have operaced it largely or 
exclusively with reference to Stoicism; he seems to have regarded this 
Philosophy as specifying the conditions which cognition, if it were possible, 
would have to meer. For completeness, however, the same conclusions needed. 
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to be wrung not just out of Stoicism bur out of every other doctrinaire position. 
Tt was apparently left for Arcesilaus' celebrated successor Carneades, in the 
second century B.C., to carry out this enterprise (70A). [n at least one area of 
debate, ethics, he extended his critique to all possible as well as ali actual positions 
(64E 1). 


Carneades is featured extensively in our next two sections, but a few further 
points about his general stance as an Academic must be noted here. He 
maintained the school’s sceptical lines, as initiated by Arcesilaus (A 6, C 2). Both 
philosophers made it their trademark ‘to argue against every thesis’ (L). In the 
case of Arcesilaus, however, we have the impression that he required an 
interlocutor to state his own opinion (cf. J) and used that opinion as the basis for 
an elenchus, just like the Socrates of Plato’s early dialogues. But Carneades was 
prepared to take opposite sides on the same subject himself, as in his virtuoso 
lectures pro and contra justice (M). Although the same procedure is attested in 
summary accounts of Arcesilaus (cf. D and 310), Chrysippus, too early to be 
influenced by the methods of Carneades, only specifies arguing the opposite case 
as the sceptical Academy's practice (31P). [f Carneades’ pro and contra 
argumentation represents a genuine difference from Arcesilaus, one reason may 
have been that he took his cue from Platonic dialogues like the Meno and 
Theaetetns, in which Socrates is portrayed as first developing, then attacking, the 
same thesis. Also, by speaking equally persuasively on both sides himself, he 
could hope to induce suspension of judgement without giving his listeners any 
grounds for thinking he favoured cither the view he had defended or the view 
on the opposite side (cf. 69H). 

The history of the Academy after Carneades is complicated. Without some 
understanding of the rival factions, however, it is impossible to assess the source 
material, especially that in Cicero; so a sketch of the developments must be 
given. 

So great was Carneades’ stature and authority that after his death it was his 
philosophy more directly than that of Socrates and Plato that Academics felt 
required to interpret and defend. (This is perhaps why some sources treat his 
headship as the inauguration of the ‘New Academy’ with the school under 
Arcesilaus forming the ‘Middle Academy’, i.c. a transitional phase, cf. C2, D, 
Ir; we ourselves prefer Cicero's use of ‘New’ for the whole Hellenistic Academy 
from Arcesilaus to Philo.) His eventual successor, and most conservative 
reporter, was Clitomachus, who catalogued Carneades' immense battery of 
arguments without any claim that the great man had accepted any of them 
(69L). But these arguments could be interpreted either as purely dialectical in" 
purpose, er as leading to some opinions which he himself endorsed (cf. 69H, L}.' 
The latter option was taken up by Carneades’ associate Metrodorus of 
Seratonicia, and passed on by him to Philo of Larissa (69H). Philo, who headed 
the school in its final phase (early first century B.c,), strongly influenced Cicero $; 
own philosophical outlook. He abandoned the strict Academic commitment to 
5 (69H, K), invoking Camcades’ apparent approval of opinion (69F, Ga 
and of following the ‘convincing’ (R 3; 69D-E), which we ourselves, a 
Clitomachus, prefer to read as primarily dialectical moves (see 69 commen! 
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On this basis he replaced scepticism with a modest fallibilism, which permitted 
the philosopher a wide range of opinions, subject only to the recognition that 
any one of them might be mistaken, and authorized ‘truth or approximation to 
truth’ (S; cf. Q, V2) as the Academic’s objective — the foundation of Cicero's 
own methodology. Such Philonian doctrines helped to give the Academy thei 
ambiguous posture (cf. V 2-3) which prompted Aenesidemus to leave the 
school, which he witheringly described as ‘Stoics fighting with Stoics’, and to 
refurbish scepticism under the name of Pyrrho (71C 9-11). 

All this constitutes che weakened Academic philosophy in which Philo’s own 
leading pupil Antiochus had been trained, and which is represented in Cicero's 
Academica by such texts as Q, R2~-3, S; 69K. But in 89 B.C. Antiochus 
completely broke with the Philonian Academy, and established his own 
unofficial ‘Old* Academy (B). Each of them made new moves in defending his 
own position as the true custodian of the Platonic tradition. Antiochus 
represented Plato as a fully dogmatic philosopher whose stance on knowledge 
was truly captured by the Stoic doctrine of cognitive certainty. (Hence our use 
in 39—41 of Cicero's Antiochean spokesmen, Lucullus and Varro, as sources for 
Stoic epistemology.) Indeed, he regarded the Stoic Zeno, and the Peripatetics, as 
the only true heirs of Platonism among his Hellenistic predecessors, though he 
reserved the right to criticize Stoicism for deviations from that tradition in ethics 
(see 64K; L). 

Meanwhile, Philo tried to represent the whole Academy from Plato to 
himself as concurring in a carefully qualified version of I, the principle that all 
things are incognitive: J holds not because of the intrinsic nature of things (e.g. 
their being in too rapid flux to permit secure knowledge °}, but because there 
simply is no such thing as the Stoic criterion, i.e. any criterion which establishes 
cognition with the certainty required for the Stoic ‘cognitive impression’ (T; cf. 
U3). In defending this dubious piece of philosophical history, Philo could at 
least refer to Plato's apparent endorsement in the Meno of true opinion which 
falls short of knowledge, and his willingness in the Timaeus co resort to a 
‘plausible’ cosmology; to Arcesilaus' and Carneades’ almost exclusive concen- 
tration on the Stoic version of the criterion of truth; and to the contemporary 
Academic practice, noted above, of taking ‘convincing impressions’ as 
Provisional truths, a practice which presupposed the existence of objective truths 
to be guessed at. 

Antiochus retorted with an outright denial both of Philo’s historical veracity, 
and of the internal coherence of this new version of I (U 3; cf. B): Philo’s position 

me self-contradictory once it was recognized that the Stoic criterion of 
truth was the only basis on which sense could be given to the notion of things 
g intrinsically cognitive. 

Since the spokesmen in Cicero's Academica are looking back on the carlier 
Academic tradition largely from these two partisan viewpoints, the evaluation 
of them as sources is a delicate matter. The difficulty is compounded by the fact 
thar both Arcesilaus and Carneades, like the historical Socrates, published no 
oe version of their arguments, leaving it to their successors to quarrel over 
i T actual Philosophical intentions. This problem must continue to be borne in 

ind when studying the texts in 69. 
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A Plutarch, Against Colotes 1122A-# (continuing 68H) eee 


[Speaker: Plutarch on behalf of the New Academy] (1) Nor was 
suspension of judgement about everything disturbed by those who toiled 
away and wrote lengthy arguments against it. But having finally 
confronted it from the Stoa with ‘inactivity’ like a Gorgon, they faded 
away, since for all their twisting and turning, impulse refused to become 
assent, and did not accept sensation as tipping the balance, but was seen to 
lead to action on its own initiative without needing assent . . . For those 
who attend and listen, the argument runs thus. (2) The soul has three 
movements — impression, impulse and assent. The movement of 
impression we could not remove, even if we wanted to; rather, as soon as 
we encounter things, we get an impression and are affected by them. (3) 
The movement of impulse, when aroused by that of impression, movesa 
person actively towards appropniate objects, since a kind of turn of the 
scale and inclination occur in the commanding-faculty. So those who 
suspend judgement about everything do not remove this movement 
either, but make use of the impulse which leads them naturally towards 
what appears appropriate. (4) Whar, then, is the only thing they avoid? 
That only in which falsehood and deception are engendered — opining 
and precipitately assenting, which is yielding to the appearance out of 
weakness and involves nothing useful. (5) For action requires two things: 

an impression of something appropriate, and an impulse towards the 
appropriate object that has appeared; neither of these is in conflict with 

suspension of judgement. For the argument keeps us away from opinion, 

not from impulse or impression. So whenever something appropriate 

has appeared, no opinion is needed to get us moving and proceeding 

towards it; the impulse arrives immediately, since it is the soul's process, 

and movement . . . (6) ‘But how is it that someone who suspends | 
judgement does not rush away to a mountain instead of to the bath, o 
stands up and walks to the door rather than the wall when he wants to go 
out to the market-place?’ Do you [the Epicurean Colotes] ask this, when 
you claim that the sense-organs are accurate and impressions 
Because, of course, it is not the mountain but the bath that appears a bai 
to him, not the wall but the door that appears a door, and likewise wi 
everything else. (7) For the rationale of suspending judgement does no 
deflect sensation or implant a change in the irrational affections a 
movements themselves, which disturbs the occurrence of impressions 
merely removes our opinions, but makes natural use of all the rest, 









B Sextus Empiricus, Against the professors 7.158 (continuing 41C) 


(1) But since after this it was necessary to investigate the conduct of | 
too, which is not of a nature to be explained without a criterion, 
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which happiness too, i.e. the end oflife, has its trust dependent, Arcesilaus 
says that one who suspends judgement about everything will regulate 
choice and avoidance and actions in general by ‘the reasonable’; and that 
by proceeding in accordance with this criterion he will act rightly; (2) for 
happiness is acquired through prudence, and prudence resides in right 
actions, and right action is whatever, once it has been done, has a 
reasonable justification; (3) therefore one who attends to the reasonable 
will act rightly and be happy. 


C Diogenes Laertius 7.171 . 


When someone said that Arcesilaus did not do what he should, he 
{Cleanthes] said, ‘Stop, don’t criticize him; for even if in argument he 
destroys proper function, he holds to it by his actions at least.’ Arcesilaus 
said: ‘Lam not flattered.’ Cleanthes answered him: ‘True. My flattery is 
to say that you argue one thing and do something else.’ 


D Sextus Empiricus, Against the professors 7.166-75 (continuing 70A) 


(1) These [see 70A] were the arguments which Carneades set out in full as 
a strategy against the other philosophers, to prove the non-existence of 
the criterion. But since he himself too has some criterion demanded of 
him for the conduct of life and the attainment of happiness, he is virtually 
compelled, as far as he himself is concerned, to adopt a position on this by 
taking as his criterion both the ‘convincing’ impression and the one 
which is simultaneously convincing, undiverted and thoroughly ex- 
plored. (2) What the difference is between these must be briefly 
indicated. The impression is an impression of something, i.e., both of that 
from which it arises and of that in which it arises: the former is, for 
instance, the external abject of sensation, and the latter, say, a man. Being 
of this kind, it would have two dispositions, one relative to the impressor, 
the other relative to che person experiencing the impression. Now in 
regard to its disposition relative to the impressor, it is either true or false — 
ttue when it isin agreement with the impressor, and false when it is not in 
agreement. But in regard to its disposition relative to the person 
experiencing the impression, one impression is apparently true and the 
oter not apparently true; of these, the apparently true is called 
‘manifestation’ by the Academics, and ‘convincingness’ and ‘convincing 
pression’, while the not apparently true is called ‘non-manifestation’ 
and unconvincing impression’. For neither what appears immediately 
» nor what is true but does not appear so to us, is of a nature to 
@nvince us. (3) OF these impressions, the one which is apparently false 
not apparently true is to be ruled out and is not the criterion. (4) Of 
apparently crue impressions, one kind is dim, e.g. in the case of those 
apprehension of something is confused and not distinct, owing to 
smallness of the thing observed or the length of the distance or even 
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the weakness of their vision; the other kind, along with appearing true, is 
additionally characterized by the intensity of its appearing true. Of these 
again, the dim and feeble impression could not be a criterion; for since it 
does not clearly indicate either itself or its cause, it is not of a nature to 
convince us or to pull us to assent. But the impression which appears true 
and fully manifests itself is the criterion of truth according to Carneades 
and his followers. (5) As the criterion, it has a considerable breadth; and 
by admitting of degrees, it includes some impressions which are more 
convincing and striking in their form than others. Convincingness, for 
our present purpose, has three senses: first, what both is and appears true; 
secondly, what is actually false but appears true; and thirdly, <what 
appears> true, <which is> common to them both. Hence the criterion 
will be the impression which appears true — also called ‘convincing’ by 
the Academics — but there are times when it actually turns out false, so 
that it is necessary actually to use the impression which is common on 
occasion to truth and falsehood. Yet the rare occurrence of this one, I 
mean the impression which counterfeits the truth [i.e. the second], is not 
a reason for distrusting the impression [i.e. the third] which tells che truth 
for the most part. For both judgements and actions, as it turns out, are 
regulated by what holds for the most part. 


E Sextus Empiricus, Against the professors 7.176-84 


{1) Such then [i-e. D] is the first and general criterion of Carneades and his 
followers. But since an impression never stands in isolation but one 
depends on another like links in a chain, a second criterion will be added 
which is simultaneously convincing and undiverted. E.g. someone who 
takes in an impression of a man necessarily also gets an impression of 
things to do with the man and with the extraneous circumstances — things | 
to do with him like his colour, size, shape, motion, conversation, dress, | 
foot-wear; and external circumstances like atmosphere, light, day, sky, 
earth, friends and everything else. So whenever none of these impres. 
sions diverts us by appearing false, but all with one accord appear trug 
our belief is all the greater. For we believe that this is Socrates from his 
having all his usual features — colour, size, shape, conversation, cloak, and 
his being in a place where there is no one indiscernible from him . - (3) 
When Menelaus left the image of Helen (which he brought from Troy a 
Helen) on his ship, and disembarked on the island of Pharos, he saw th 
true Helen; but though he took in a true impression from her, he still 
_. not believe an impression of that kind since he was diverted by ano 

-, one, in virtue of which he knew he had left Helen on the ship. That is w 

: the undiverted i impression is like; and it too seems to have breadth, si 
one such impression is found to be more undiverted than another. | 
Still more credible than the undiverted impression, and the one W 
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makes judgement most perfect, is the impression which combines being 
undiverted with also being thoroughly explored. Its features must next 
be explained. In the case of the undiverted impression, it is merely 
required that none of the impressions in the concurrence should divert us 
by appearing false but all should be ones which appear true and are not 
unconvincing. But in the case of the concurrence which involves the 
thoroughly explored impression, we meticulously examine each imprése/ 
sion in the concurrence, in the way that happens at government 
assemblies, when the people cross-examine every candidate for political 
office or the judiciary, to see whether he is worthy to be entrusted with 
the office or the position of judge. (4) Thus . . . we make judgements 
about the properties of each of the items pertaining to the place of the 
judgement: the subject judging, in case his vision is faint . . .; the object 
judged, in case it is too small; the medium of the judgement, in case the 
atmosphere is murky; the distance, in case it is too far. . .; the place, in case 
it is too vast; the time, in case it is too short; the character, in case it is 
observed to be insane; and the activity, in case it is unacceptable. (5) For 
all of these in turn become the criterion — the convincing impression, and 
the one which is simultaneously convincing and undiverted, and in 
addition the one which is simultaneously convincing and undiverted and 
thoroughly explored. For this reason, as in everyday life when we are 
investigating a small matter we question a single witness, but in the case 
ofa larger one several, and in a still more crucial matter we cross-question 
each of the witnesses from the mutual corroboration provided by the 
others — so, say Carneades and his followers, in matters of no importance 
we make use of the merely convincing impression, but in weightier 
matters the undiverted impression as a criterion, and in matters which 
contribute to happiness the thoroughly explored impression. 


F Cicero, Academica 2.59 


[Speaker: the Antiochean Lucullus] (1) It is utterly absurd of you 
[Academics] to say that you follow what is convincing, if you are 
diverted by nothing. First, how can you not be diverted when {as you 
claim] there is no difference between true and false impressions? 
Secondly, what criterion of a true impression is there, when [as you 
claim] the criterion is common to what is false? (2) These claims 
necessarily engendered that suspension of judgement . . . in which 
Arcesilaus was the more consistent with himself, if some people's 
assessments of Carneades are true. For if nothing is cognitive, which was 

view of them both, assent must be abolished; for what is as futile as 
accepting anything not cognized? (3) But even yesterday we kept being 
told that Carneades was also in the habit of lapsing from time to time into 
“ying that the wise man will opine, that is, do wrong. 
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G Cicero, Academica 2.66-7 


[Speaker: Cicero on behalf of the New Academy] (1) I am not a wise 
man, and so | yield to impressions and cannot resist them. But Arcesilaus, 
agreeing with Zeno [see 40D], judged it to be the wise man’s greatest 
power that he avoids being taken in, and sees co it chat he is not deceived 
. . . [see 680}. (2) Consider first the validity of this argument: ‘If the wise 
man ever assents to anything, he will sometimes also opine; but he will 
never opine; therefore he will never assent to anything.’ Arcesilaus used 
to accept this argument, for he endorsed both the leading and the 
additional premise. Carneades sometimes used to grant, as the additional 
premise, ‘The wise man on occasion assents’; thus it followed that the 
wise man also opines, which you, Lucullus, reject, and rightly as I think. 


H Cicero, Academica 2.78 (continuing 40D) >. an 


[Speaker: Cicero on behalf of the New Academy] This fie. the 
indiscernibility of true from false impressions] is the one controversial 
issue which has lasted up to the present time. For the thesis that “The wise 
man will assent to nothing’ [cf. G2] had nothing to do with this dispute; 
for he might ‘grasp nothing and yet opine’ — a thesis Carneades is said to 
have accepted, although for my part, trusting Clicomachus more than 
Philo or Metrodorus, | think that this was put forward in debate by him 
rather than accepted. 


ta 


I Cicero, Academica 2.103-4 See ‘ 


(Cicero, reporting Clitomachus] (1) ‘The Academics hold that there are 
differences between things of such a kind that some things seem 
convincing and others the opposite. But this is not a sufficient reason for 
saying that some things are cognitive and others not, because many false 
things are convincing but nothing false is cognitive. Hence Clitomachus 
says that they are wildly wrong who say that the senses are torn away by 
the Academy, for its members never said that colour or taste or sound did 
not exist; their argument was that these do not contain a peculiar mark of 
truth and certainty which exists nowhere else. (2) Having developed 
these points, he adds that “The wise man withholds assent’ has two senses: 
one, when it means that he assents to nothing at all; the other, when bg 
checks himself from responding in such a way as to accept or reject 
something, with the result that he neither denies nor asserts somethi 
This being so, he adopts the former, so that he never assents, but r 
the latter [kind of assent], with the result chat by following convin i 
ness he can respond ‘yes’ wherever it is present or ‘no’ wherever It 
missing. (3) Since it is our view in fact that he who restrains himself. 
assent about all things nevertheless does move and does act, he does 
remove those impressions which impel us to act, or, likewise, ans 
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pro or contra, that we can give to questions merely by following our 
impression, provided that we do so without assent. It is not our view, 
however, that all such impressions are accepted, but those which are not 
diverted by anything. -e 
oats be 

J Cicero, Academica 2.108 i baw ne o 

[Speaker: Cicero on behalf of the New Academy] While I think that the 
highest of activities fights against impressions, withstands opinions, 
checks assents from slipping, and while | agree with Clitomachus when 
he writes of a Herculean labour that Carneades endured in expelling 
from our minds that wild and savage monster, assent — i.e. opinion and 
rashness — yet . . . what will divert the action of the man who follows 
what is convincing when nothing diverts this? 


K Cicero, Academica 2.148 


(Speaker: the Philonian Academic, Catulus] I am coming round to my 
father’s view, which he used to say was Carneades’ in fact, that I do think 
nothing is cognitive; yet I also think that the wise man will assent to what 
is incognitive, i.e. will opine, but in such a way that he realizes he is 
opining and knows that there is nothing which can be grasped and 
cognized. 


L Cicero, Academica 2.139 


(Speaker: Cicero on behalf of the New Academy] Cameades used to 
defend Callipho’s opinion so zealously (i.e. the highest good is virtue plus 
pleasure] chac he even seemed to accept it; yet Clitomachus used to assert 
that he had never been able to understand what Carneades did accept. 


QO The Academic sceptic is concerned with opinions at two or possibly three 
different levels. First, in his arguments against the Stoics’ epistemology, where 
he confronts them with uncongenial conclusions concerning the wise man’s 
cognitive state. Secondly, in rebutting Stoic criticism that suspension of 
Judgement about everything excludes purposive activity. Thirdly (which may 

be seen as an extension of the second concern), in proposing that the sceptic, 
consistently with his scepticism, can regulate his activities in the way that 
ordinary people, as distinct from doctrinaire philosophers, do or think they 
should do. Since the debates on these issues lasted from Arcesilaus and Zeno 
down to Philo and Antiochus, our commentary is organized accordingly. 
As the ideal human condition, wisdom had been a ubiquitous concept in 
sarlier Greek philosophy. But it was the Hellenistic philosophers, Stoics 
Specially, who made ‘the wise man’ the subject of all desirable attributes and the 
en of virtuous action. A wise man, uncontroversially, was extraordinary 
bs bai rationality and freedom from error. Within these broad limits 
aracteristics varied according to the standpoint of each school. Early 
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Pytrhonists, Epicureans and Stoics disagreed on what the wise man knows and 
what he does. But they were unanimous in regarding him as totally exempt 
from the unfounded opinions which characterize ordinary people. 

This is the background for understanding the two arguments in G 1-2, which 
should be studied in conjunction with 40D and 41C. The wise man in question is 
the Stoics’. Stoic doctrine maintains that (1) the wise man assents (to cognitive 
and only to cognitive impressions), and {2) that he never opines. Arcesilaus’ 
argument concludes by negating (1), and Carneades’ conclusion negates (2). 
Each argument starts from the same leading premise (which presupposes the 
non-existence of cognitive impressions for the wise man to assent to). As his 
additional premise Arcesilaus advances (2) in order to infer the negation of (1), 
while Carneades advances (1) in order to infer the negation of (2). Once these 
procedures are exposed, we can see that both arguments are closely analogous in 
their dialectical strategy. [tis the Stoics, not the Academics, who are committed 
to the truth of (1) and (2). Hence Cicero’s fuss in G (cf. F 2-3, H, K) about 
Carneades’ conception of the wise man’s opining is out of order. These 
arguments are not designed to show any substantive views held by Arcesilaus or 
Cameades. Their purpose is to embarrass the Stoics by drawing on their own 
form of syllogistic inference in order to establish anti-Scoic conclusions with the 
help of Stoic premises. 

Nevertheless, these arguments would be useless if they could not be defended 
against Stoic counter-attack. From a comparison between A and 53S we can 
infer that Arcesilaus was the first Academic to defend suspension of judgement 
about everything against the frequently repeated Stoic objection (cf. 40M, N, 
O 3) that it would make action impossible. From Plutarch's further comments 
in A6-7 it also emerges that Arcesilaus was attacked for this posture by 
contemporary Epicureans. Arcesilaus, however, couches his reply (A 2-5) to the 
Stoic Gorgon of ‘inactivity’ in exclusively Stoic terms. 

From the Stoic theory of action he takes over the three key concepts, 
impression, impulse and assent (see 53A, O-S). He then argues that assent can be 
dispensed with. The elimination of assent excludes knowledge or opinion as a 
causal component of action, and so makes action compatible with suspension of 
judgement about everything. Study of A will reveal Arcesilaus’ skill im 
exploiting Stoic concepts: note the beguiling attractions of avoiding 
precipitancy (cf. 41D, G) and his ingenious use of ‘impulse towards tbe 
appropriate object’, which should be compared with 53Q. In effect, Arcesilaus 
applies to human action the Stoics’ account of non-rational animal behaviour 
and this is an obvious weakness of his argument. Still, by focusing upon Stoicism 
for his rejoinder, Arcesilaus achieves two things: he shows that Stoic theory % 
action 1s adaptable to his conctusion about their wise man, and that it is they who, 
have given the wise man, or Arcesilaus himself, the mechanism for conducting 
his life without assent. 

If Arcesilaus’ argument in A fails to address the issue of rationality and moral 
responsibility, his strategy in B takes account of these, again in the Stoics’ ow, 
terms. Immediately prior to B he had argued that the Stoic wise man, given 
freedom from ail opinion and the unavailability of cognitive impressions, 2 
suspend judgement about everything (41C). The criterion of ‘the reasonable 
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credited co Arcesilaus in B, is presented there as if it were a doctrine forced on him 
by the need to accommodate his scepticism to daily life. But this imputation is 
tendentious, and probably imported by Sextus’ likely source, the hostile 
Antiochus (see 68 commentary). Arcesilaus’ recourse to ‘the reasonable’ should 
be seen as a strategy which enables him to use what is again a Stoic concept in 
defence of his conclusion concerning the wise man’s suspension of judgement. ! 

The subtlety of his argument consists in the fact that it allows che Stoics to 
retain their doctrines on the connexion between happiness, prudence and right 
action, while denying that all three of these depend upon knowledge. According 
to the Stoics themselves, ‘right actions’ are ‘proper functions’, whidh are in tum 
defined in terms of the ‘reasonable justification’ that can be given of them 
(59B 1). The Stoics, to be sure, treat right actions as a subdivision of proper 
functions in general, ones which are perfect (59B 4; cf. 59G, K). But Arcesilaus 
has already eliminated the knowledge constitutive of virtue (see 61), which 
perfects proper functions as the Stoics conceive of them. Hence, he now argues, 
the rightness of the wise man’s actions must consist simply in their ‘reasonable 
jusafication’. The Stoics should allow this criterion to be compatible with 
suspension of judgement since they acknowledge that even fools, whose assents 
and opinions are useless because never securely based (see 41), can nevertheless 
perform proper functions (cf. S9F 7), presumably in reliance on nothing more 
than their reasonableness. Thus the wise man can guide his actions by reason, and 
be prudent and happy thereby, even though he assencs to nothing. Moreover, 
since he does not assent, he will not be misted on occasions when ‘the reasonable 
impression’ might deceive ordinary people (cf. 40F; 42J 3). 

This interpretation of Arcesilaus’ dialectical strategy in B accords very well 
with the anecdote in C. If B were his own position, he would be committed to 
the existence of proper functions, as specified by ‘the reasonable’. But Cleanthes 
tells us, on the contrary, that Arcesilaus destroyed them in argument. On how to 
live one's life, as on everything else with the possible exception of the need to 


suspend judgement itself (see p. 447), we suggest that Arcesilaus disavowed all 
doctrines. 


b it the same with Carneades? This question turns on the interpretation of his 
‘criterion . . . for the conduct of life and the attainment of happiness’ (D 1). 
Notice that Sextus, as with his account of Arcesilaus (B), treats this as something 
Cameades was ‘virtually compelled’ to give; again we may suspect an innuendo 
stemming from the polemical Antiochus. Carneades establishes his candidate for 
this criterion — the ‘convincing’ impression, and its increasingly refined forms, 
undiverted’ and ‘thoroughly explored’ — by a division of impressions. As our 
diagram makes plain, Carneades’ criterion is entirely subjective. An apparently 
fue impression may be false, and an apparently false one may be true. What is 
convincing, and ‘pulls us to assent’, is an impression which appears true with 
intensity’ (D 4). Since apparent truth, even with intensity, is compatible with 
objective falsehood, this criterion is fallible; it is incompetent to distinguish ‘the 


4 
Apparently a version of Arcesilaus’ strategy which combines it with assent, but only to 


oa of the form, ‘ic is reasonable that p’, even gained a foothold in the Stoa itself (see 
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apparently crue, and true’ from ‘the apparently true, and false’. Hence the ‘third 
sense’ of convincing impression (D5), in addition to these two, is simply 
equivalent to the generic sense of ‘convincing’, i.e. ‘what appears true (with 
intensity)’, which spans the other two. This is Carmeades’ way of saying that he 
uses ‘convincing’ in a way which leaves the question of truth or falsehood 
entirely open. The top left-hand portion of the diagram now comes into play, 
since ‘what appears true’ does ‘tell the truth for the most part’ (D 5). However, 
Carneades does not imply chat its doing so is the reason why it convinces ‘us’, ie. 
people in general. Rather, he says that the occasional falsehood of an apparently 
true impression is not a reason for distrusting such impressions. 


impressions 


relative to the relative to the percipient 
object (impressor) ` 


true false apparently true apparently false 
intensely apparent (convincing) dimly apparent 


true false spanning truth and falsehood 
undiverted 


‘ey. thoroughly explored ys apone, E 


Next (E) two higher levels of convincingness are specified. The first of these is 
*undivertedness’. In any situation, we receive a multiplicity of interconnected 
impressions. If all of these together appear true (e.g. if an impression that 
Socrates is present is not simultaneously diverted by any impression that appears 
to falsify this state of affairs), ‘our belief is all the greater’ (E 1). Undivertedness, 
then, indicates the contribution of coherence and mutual corroboration to the 
strength of the judgements people make. In the third and most convincing type 
of impression, the condition of ‘being thoroughly explored’ is added ta 
undivertedness. All that was required of the undiverted impression was that 
none of its associated impressions should appear to conflict with the apparent 
truth of ail the rest. In the case of the thoroughly explored impression, ea 
associated impression is subjected to a meticulous examination, comparable to 
the scrutiny of candidates for public office. Thus the apparently true and 
coherent set of impressions is tested against standards of reliability derived from 
experience which is independent of the present situation. ei 

Carneades concludes (E 5) that an impression which meets all these conditions 
is the one ‘we’ use in forming judgements about everything that is supremely 
important to us. 

What is the purpose of his discussion? He has not specified a criterion of muth 
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in the Stoics’ sense. That was 2 standard of judgement which assured absolute 
certainty. Carneades’ criterion, even in its most refined form, deals only with the 
subjective appearance of truth. Traditionally it has been regarded as a doctrine of 
probabilism. But is it a doctrine, and has it anything to do with probability? 
Probabile is Cicero's translation in the Academica of the Greek pithanon, which we 
translate by ‘convincing’. In everyday nga he word ‘probable’ is used to 
indicate what is likely as distinct from what is certain or necessary, and more 
exactly, as a measure of the relative frequency of some occurrence. Carneades, 
however, seems quite reticent about drawing any firm connexion between the 
features of an impression that make it convincing and the actual likelihood of its 
being true. He does say that such impressions turn out to be true ‘for the most 
part’ (D 5), but he does nor say that this is che reason why they appear true. 

Yet when he comes to the two higher levels of convincingness, Cameades 
does claim that coherence and meticulous scruany of impressions increasingly 
strengthen people's convictions. It is hard to see why he should say this unless he 
intends to indicate that rationality and verification procedures make a salient 
contribution to the kinds of judgements that people are inclined to hold 
strongly. Thus probability does seem to have a great deal to do with the criterion 
which Carneades attributes to ‘us’, as the basis of impressions which are actually 
found to be highly convincing. 

Now, the philosophical status of his account. We interpreted ‘the reasonable’ 
of Arcesilaus (and his argument in A) as a rejoinder to the Scoics, showing that 
Stoicism gave him the concepts for meeting their objection that scepticism ruled 
out action. If Carneades’ ‘convincing’ impression is a similar strategy, it ought to 
be designed to show that he can sustain his generalized attack on ‘the other 
philosophers’ criterion’ (D 1) without succumbing to the criticism that he leaves 
people with nothing to regulate their lives. 

The best clue to his intentions is the striking use of Stoic concepts, both in his 
earlier destructive arguments and in his account of the ‘convincing’ impression. 
(For the former, cf. 70A 4-10 with 39B, 40B-D.) For the latter, note 
Particularly the Stoic division of impressions, which starts from ‘convincing, 
unconvincing . . .’ (39G); the relation between convincingness and assent 
(39G 2-3); and Chrysippus’ use of ‘diverted’ in reference to the effect of 
Opposing arguments on cognition (31P 3). Two further parailels may be still 
More revealing: ‘later’ Stoics added to the necessary attributes of a cognitive 
Impression a requirement strongly reminiscent of Carneades’ 'undivertedness’ 
(40K), and they also specified five ‘concurrent’ factors (40L), which closely 
resemble his account of what must be ‘thoroughly explored’ in the third level of 
convincing impression. These later Stoic additions read like actual importations 
from Carneades, gratefully accepted as improvements to the orginal Stoic 

ne in response to his criticisms. 

We suggest, then, that Carneades, though aiming his attack on the criterion 
(70A) against all doctrinaire philosophers, regarded the Stoics’ cognitive 
™Pression as his primary target. If this could be undermined, he supposed, no 

er criterion of truth would be left standing (cf. Arcesilaus' agreement to 
aD. s characterization of what a cognitive impression would have to be like, 
7). Once this Stoic context is exposed, the temptation to interpret 
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Carneades’ ‘convincing’ impression as his substantive doctrine can be dispelled, 
Just like Arcesilaus’ ‘reasonable’, Carneades’ ‘convincing’ impression is a Stoic 
concept. He hands it back to them, with his own refinements, as a way of 
indicating that ‘convincingness’ will serve them just as well as the non-artainable 
certainty they insist upon. 

One intriguing question remains. Carneades’ convincing impression impli- 
citly ‘pulis us to assent’ (D 4). Yet, according to his closest associate Clitomachns, 
Carneades performed a Herculean labour in expelling assent, and thereby all 
opinion (J). Can he, then, invoke his convincing impression in answer to the 
charge that the Academics’ complete suspension of judgement makes life 
impossible? There is, happily, firm evidence that Carneades and his colleagues 
admitted the question and resolved it. They distinguished two kinds of assent, 
and the context in which they did so is explicitly that of Carneades’ criterion (I). 
In all circumstances the Academic suspends judgement about everything: he 
never commits himself to anything's being crue or false. While maintaining this 
strong suspension of judgement, he does allow himself'a weak form of assent, in 
the sense that he says ‘yes’ to convincing impressions and ‘no’ to unconvincing 
ones. But he takes himself in such cases co be merely responding to what appears 
to him true or false. Such impressions are sufficient ta motivate his actions, but 
they do nat saddle him with opinions (cf. Arcesilaus in A 3). 

Compared with Arcesilaus', Carneades’ approach to living without opinions 
seems more sophisticated. In part, this must reflect the great development of 
Stoicism after Zeno and Cleanthes. Once chis difference is admitted, there is no 
reason to credit Carneades with any concessions to dogmatism or alteration 
from the dialectical aims of Arcesilaus. But Carneades’ ‘convincing impression’ 
was so brilliantly constructed that it gave Philo the foundation for a philosophy 
of fallibilism and Antiochus the motivation to press hard for certainty (see 68 
commentary). 


The most familiar modern strategy of simply not allowing philosophical 
scepticism to intrude upon daily life (e.g. Hume) is barely even contemplated in 
ancient scepticism, with the isolated exception of 68P. 


70 Contributions to philosophical debates 


A Sextus Empiricus, Against the professors 7.159-65 


(1) On the subject of the criterion, Carneades marshalled arguments not! 
only against the Stoics but also against all previous philosophers. (2) His 
first argument, aimed against all of them jointly, is one on the basis ¢ 
which he establishes that there is not, in an unqualified sense, 
criterion of truth — not reason, not sensation, not impression, not 
other existing thing. For all of these alike deceive us. (3) His 
argument is one on the basis of which he shows that even if this crit 
does exist, it is not independent of the way we are affected by whatis se 
evident. (4) For since the animal differs from inanimate things by 
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sensory capacity, it will be entirely through this capacity that it registers 
both itself and external things. Sensation which is unmoved, unaffected 
and unaltered is not sensation at all, and is incapable of registering 
anything: it is when it is altered, and affected in some way in accordance 
with the impingement of things which are self-evident, that it reveals 
objects. (5) Therefore it is in the way that the soul is affected as a result of 
self-evidence that the criterién must be sought. This affection must be 
capable of revealing itself and the object which produced it in us. Such an 
affection is nothing other than the impression. Hence we should say that 
an impression is a sort of affection belonging to the animal, capable of 
presenting both itself and that which is distinct from itself. (6) For 
example, when {as Antiochus puts it) we look at something, we have our 
vision in a certain condition, and not in the same condition as we had it in 
before the act of seeing. But on the basis of this kind of alteration we 
register two things: one, the alteration itself, i.e. the impression, the other 
the thing which produced the alteration in us, i.e. the object seen. 
Similarly too with the other senses. Hence just as light shows up both 
itself and all the things in it, so too the impression, as the prime mover of 
the animai’s knowledge, must in the manner of light both show up itself 
and be capable of revealing the self-evident object that caused it. (7) But 
because it does not always reveal what is truly there, but often deceives us 
and is at variance with the things which transmitted it, like incompetent 
messengers, a necessary consequence is that we cannot allow every 
impression to be a criterion of truth, but just, ifany, the true impression. 
{8) Then since, once again [cf. 41C 8}, there is no true impression of such a 
kind that it could turn out to be false, but for every apparently true 
impression an indiscernible false one is found, the criterion will turn out 
to consist in an impression which spans true and false. But the impression 
which spans both of these is not cognitive, and, not being cognitive, will 
not be a criterion either. (9) Given that no impression is criterial (or 
‘judgemental’}, reason could not be a criterion either, since it is derived 
om impression. This is plausible. For the object being judged must first 
appear to it, and nothing can appear without irrational sensation. (10) 
Therefore neither irrational sensation nor reason is a criterion. [contin- 
ued at 69D] a 


why wt 


B Cicero, Academica 2.40~1 


(Speaker: the Antiochean Lucullus] (1) First you can familiarize 
Yourselves with the basic principles, so to speak, of their (the Academics’ 
whole Philosophy. (2) They start by constructing a sort of expertise 
concerning what we are calling ‘impressions’, defining their power and 

cir kinds, including a description of the kind that can be cognized and 
sped. Their account is as full as that given by the Stoics [cf. 39G; 40E]. 
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(3) Then they expound the two theses which virtually embrace this 
whole issue: when impressions are such that other impressions too can be 
just like them and not differ at all, it is impossible that some of them 
should be cognitive while others are not; but they count as not differing 
at all not only if they are alike in every respect, but also if they are 
impossible to tell apart. (4) Having posited these theses, they embody 
their entire case in the conclusion of a single argument. That conclusion is 
established in the following way. ‘Of impressions, some are true, some 
false. A false impression is not cognitive. But every true impression is 
such that a false one just like ic can also occur. And where impressions are 
such that there is no difference between them, it cannot tum out that 
some of them are cognitive but others not. Therefore no impression is 
cognitive.” (5) Of the premises which they adopt in order to reach their 
conclusion, they take two to be conceded to them, since no one raises an 
objection. These are, first, that false impressions are not cognitive; and 
second, that when impressions do not differ at all it is impossible chat 
some of them should be cognitive, others not. (6) But the other premises 
they defend with a long and wide-ranging disquisition. Here again there 
are two of them: first, that of impressions some are true, others false; 
second, that every impression arising from something true is such that it 
could also arise from something false. 


C Sextus Empiricus, Against the professors 9.139-41 r 


(1) If, chen, there are gods, they are animals. And if they are animals, they 
have sensation, since every animal is thought of as an animal in virtue of. 
its sharing in sensation. (2) But if they have sensation, they are also 
affected by bitter and sweet. For it is not the case that while registering , 
sense-objects through some other sense they do not do so also through | 
that of taste. (3) Hence simply to strip god of this or any other sense is, 
quite unconvincing, for if man has more senses than god he will bel 
superior to god, whereas, as Carneades said, god ought to have, as wellas 
these five senses which we all have, the additional evidence of furthet 
senses, so as to be able to register more things, rather than be deprived 
the five. (4) Therefore we must say that god has some sense of 
through which he registers taste-~objects. But if he registers through 
sense of taste, he is affected by sweet and bitter. And if he is affected 
sweet and bitter, he will be pleased by some things and displeased 
others. But if he is displeased by some things, he will be vulnerable 
distress and to change for the worse. If so, he is perishable. (5) Hence 
there are gods, they are perishable. Therefore there are no gods- 


D Cicero, On the nature of the gods 3.43-4 


[Speaker: the Academic Cotta] (1) "You count Zeus and Posidon as 
Therefore their brother Orcus too isa god. And so are Acheron, C 
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and Pyriphlegethon, who are said to flow in the underworld. Then 
Charon and Cerberus are to be considered gods. But this last claim must 
be rejected. Therefore Orcus is not a god either. What, then, do you say 
about his brothers?’ (2) Carneades’ purpose in saying this was not to get 
rid of the gods — for what could be less fitting for a philosopher? — but to 
convict the Stoics of failing to explain anything about the gods. 


E Sextus Empiricus, Against the professors 9.182—4 


(1) There are also some arggéments posed by Carneades in the manner of 
the Sorites. They were written up by his colleague Clitomachus, who 
took them to be very weighty and effective, and they take the following 
form. (2) ‘If Zeus is a god, . . . Posidon too, being his brother, will be a 
god. But if Posidon is a god, the [river] Achelous too will be a god. And 
if the Achelous is, so is the Nile. If che Nile is, so are all rivers. If all rivers 
are, streams too would be gods. If streams were, torrents would be. But 
streams are not. Therefore Zeus is not a god either. But if there were 
gods, Zeus too would be a god. Therefore there are no gods.’ (3) Again, 
‘Ifthe sun is a god, day too would be a god (for day is nothing but the sun 
above the earth). And if day is a god, so will the month be (for it is a 
compound of days). And if the month is a god, the year too would be a 


god (for the year is a compound of months). But not the last. Therefore 
not the first either.’ 


F Cicero, On divination 2.9-10 E PEE 
[Speaker: Cicero, against Stoic theory of divination] (1) I am motivated 
by the question which Carneades in particular used to ask, namely what 
things were the objects of divination. Things perceived by the senses? 
But they are what we see, hear, taste, smell and touch, so they surely 
include nothing for us to sense by foresight or by stimulation of the mind, 
rather than just naturally .. . (2) Nor, again, is divination needed in those 
things which are the subject-matter of expertise. For when people are 
sick, it is not soothsayers or fortune-tellers that we normaily summon, 
bur doctors. Nor are those who want to play the harp or the flute taught 
to handle them by seers, but by musicians. The same principle applies in 
literature, and in everything else that is the subject-matter of some 
discipline. a a 
G Cicero, On Jate 26-33 (continuing 20E) == 
() This being so, why should it not be the case that every proposition is 
eT true or false, without our conceding that everything that happens 
Ppens by fate? (2) ‘Because’, comes the reply, ‘there cannot be things 
So vi are going to be true if they do not have causes of their future being. 
clas which are true must necessarily have causes. Thus when they 
about it will have been by fate.’ (3) That is the end of the matter, if I 
| 
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have to concede to you that either all things come about by fate, or 
something can happen without a cause. (4) Can the proposition ‘Scipio 
will capture Numantia’ not be true unless it is going to be brought about 
by an eternal chain of causes? Could it have been false if it had been said 
six hundred centuries earlier? (5) If the proposition ‘Scipio will capture 
Numantia' had noc been crue then, neither would the proposition ‘Scipio 
captured Numantia’ be true, now that Numantia has fallen. So is it 
possible for anything to have come about of which it was not previously 
true that it would come abour? For just as we call ‘true’ those past things 
of which it was at an earlier time true that they were being actualized, so 
we will call ‘true chose future things of which it will later be true that 
they are being actualized. (6) Nor, if every proposition is either true or 
faise, does it automatically follow that there are immutable eternal causes 
to prevent anything from turning out in any way other than that in 
which it will turn out. The truth of statements like ‘Cato will come into 
` the senate’ is brought about by contingent causes, not by causes bound up 
in nature and the world. (7) And yet that something will come about, 
when true, is as immutable as the truth that something has come about, 
Nor is that any reason for living in terror of fate or necessity. (8} For it has 
to be admitted: if the proposition ‘Hortensius will come to Tusculum’ is 
not true, it follows chat it is false. (Your people [the Epicureans] want 
neither, but that is impossible.) (9) [= 555, on the Lazy Argument] (10) 
Cameades rejected this whole kind of approach, and thought that this 
argument (the Lazy Argument] was not worked out wich sufficient care. 
He therefore pressed his attack in another form, quite without trickery. 
, Here is his inference: ‘Ifall things come about through antecedent causes, 
| all things come about through interconnexion in a natural chain. If that is 
so, all things are the product of necessity. [f that is true, nothing is in our 
power. But there is something in our power. But ifall things come about; 
through fate, all things come about chrough antecedent causes. Ther 
fore it is not the case that whatever happens happens through fate.’ (11) 
You cannot get a tighter argument than this. For if someone wanted 
repeat it in che form ‘If every truth about the future has been true 
eternity, so that its coming about in the way in which it will come abou 
is certain, all things must necessarily come about through interconnex10 
in a natural chain’, he would be talking nonsense. For it makes a 
difference whether things which are going to be true are the prod 
from eternity, ofa natural cause, or whether the truth of things which 
going to be can be understood even without their eternal embodi 
nature. (12) That is why Carneades used to say that not even A 
could foretell the future, apart from things whose causes were cm 
in nature in such a way as to render their coming about necessary- 
For by inspecting what could even the god himself tell chat 
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who was three times consul would die at sea? This is something that was 
true from eternity but did not have causes working to bring it about. (14) 
Thus he held that Apollo did not even know those past facts of which no 
signs survived as traces. How much less could he know the future? For 
knowledge of the future required knowledge of the causes working to 
bring each thing about. (15) Therefore Apollo could have foretold 
neither the story of Oedipus — for there were no pre-existent causes in 
nature necessitating his killing his father — nor anything else of the sort. 


O Although its role was essentially critical, thé Hellenistic Academy did make 
many substantive contributions to current philosophical debates. Under 
Carneades these became often more constructive in tone than they had been 
under Arcesilaus, thanks to Carneades’ practice of defending philosophical theses 
for his own dialectical purposes (68 commentary; 64G 5; 69D-E, H, L). Indeed, 
his successors in the Academy, especially under the headship of Philo, went so far 
as to adopt some of these theses as their own, thus incurring the complaint from 
the radical sceptic Aenesidemus that they had become barely distinguishable 
from their Stoic opponents (71C 5-9; see 68 commentary). 

In epistemology the sceptical Academics’ contribution is twofold in nature. 
On the one hand, they marshall arguments to show that there is no possible 
criterion of truth. These are already well represented in 40 and 41C, but A-B in 
the present section convey better the systematic nature cf the campaign, which, 
although primarily motivated by a Stoic target, aims equally at all other 
doctrines of the criterion. On the other hand, as we saw in 68-9, Arcesilaus and 
Cameades also offered surrogate principles of conduct in place of the criterion, 
one of which, the ‘convincing’, was to win much favour with Carneades’ 
doctrinaire successors in the Academy. 

The themes of some other individual critiques of Stoic theses can be briefly 
noted. Change: 28A—C. Mixture: 48E. The gods: C~E. Tcleology and 
Providence; 54P, R. Divination: F. Justice: 57H, 68M. The cthical end: 64. The 
Academics’ insistent use of paradoxes like the Soritcs (as at D-E) and the Lying 
Argument also had a considerable impact on Stoic logic (37B-I: cf. the reference 


to Arcesilaus at 37B6). For evidence of a debate with the Epicureans over 
friendship, see 220 4. 


The to 


l pic on which Carneades’ own positive ideas have rightly aroused most 
mterest is that of free will and determinism, which exercised both the Epicureans 
Go) and the Stoics (38; 55; 62). We have seen at 20E 4~7 that he offered the 
Surcans some positive suggestions which he thought would strengthen their 
anc-determinism into an adequate counterweight to Stoic determinism. The 
t of these was no doubt his regular one of producing a stalemate between 
pay Opposed doctrines in the interests of suspension of judgement (cf. 68), and 
co heed Cicero's warnings not to take Carneades’ dialectical defence of 
tag Position as signalling his own acceptance of it (64G 5; 69L; cf. D; 68M). 
Nevertheless, his suggestion is important and sophisticated enough to deserve 
i ton in its own right. It is elaborated in G. . 
BE Peai 
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We may start by separating three guises in which predetermination, or ‘fate’, 
was viewed. First, causal determinism: any event is preceded by causes sufficient 
to bring it about. Second, logical determinism: it is already true that the event in 
question will occur. Third, epistemic determinism: it is already known (e.g. by a 
god or seer) thar the event will occur. On all three grounds, the determinist may 
claim that the event definitely will occur. He will normally claim also that the 
event must occur, but Chrysippus (38E; 62C), at least, hoped to avoid this 
corollary. 

Both Chrysippus and Epicurus treated causal and logical determinism as 
effectively equivalent, or at least as inter-entailing: cf. 20E 1-3, H-I; 38G. Both 
agreed that causal determinism and the logical principle of bivalence (that every 
proposition is either true or false) stand or fall together: Chrysippus accepted 
both, Epicurus rejected both. Epistemic determinism was not treated separately, 
but was assumed at least to entail the other two varieties (20G; 52C 4; 55P). 

Carneades’ major innovation is the separation of these three varieties of 
determinism. The epistemic kind, he implicitly concedes, entails the causal and 
logical kinds, and the causal kind entails the logical kind. But, crucially, the 
logical kind does not entail either che causal or the epistemic kind (G 4—6, 11-15). 
In the light of these distinctions, Carneades will maintain that causal and 
epistemic determinism are false, while logica) determinism is in a way true, but 
harmless. 

His objection to causal determinism is contained in the argument at G 10, 
which relies on the premise that some actions are ‘in our power’ (i.e. in our 
power to perform or not perform, rather than in the attenuated Stoic sense of 
merely ‘brought about by our own agency’, cf. 62G). The premise may have 
been intuitive, or may have been inferred from the universal existence of moral 
attitudes (cf. 62C 4). His positive alternative, alluded to at G 3, is fully set out, 
admittedly in Epicurean dress, at 20E 4-7: the very proper principle that 
nothing happens without a cause need not in tum imply the subjection of our 
actions to everlasting causal chains, because volitions are ‘in our power’. This 
fact of the autonomy of volition is itscif caused ~- so that the principle is not 
violated — bur not by antecedent causes, such as might go to make up a causal 
chain. The cause is simply the intrinsic nature of volition itself. Consequently 
our actions have, in volitions, causes which are not historically or naturally 
necessary, but ‘contingent’ (G6). i 

Once causal determinism is eliminated, epistemic determinism falls with it 
(G 12-15). This is because knowledge requires evidence, and in the absence of 
predetermining causes there is no possible evidence that a hypothetical future 
event will indeed occur. The mere fact of its being true now that the event 
take place is not, in any appropriate sense, open to inspection. (CE 
Carneades’ objections to divination in F.) 

This leaves him with the threat of logical determinism to contend with. 
Epicurean solution of simply denying bivalence (20H-TD is quickly dis 
(G8). Instead, Carneades’ main thesis is thac the present truth value 
propositions about future events is no more than a matter of tense logic: G 
Chrysippus (see 38 commentary) had held such propositions to have 
present truch value in virtue of the present existence or non-existence of 
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sufficient to bring about the events predicted. Carneades suggests instead that it 
is the future events themselves, or their non-occurrence, which make the 
predictions true or false. This is reinforced by insistence upon the symmetry of 
past and future at G5, cf. G14. (We may indeed wonder how Chrysippus 
would account for the present truth of facts about che past: are they true in virtue 
of their present effects?) 

Despite this reductive treatment of logical predestination, Carneades accepts 
that true propositions about future events are immutably true: G 7, How then can 
Lbe free to perform or not perform an action, if it is now immutably crue that I 
will perform it? Here we must speculate as tothe precise nature of Carneades 
solution, í 

First, it is hard to deny his immutability thesis, because if it were to become 
false thar I will perform the action it would eo ipso follow that it had been false all 
along, so that there would have been no change of truth value. (Of course, the 
prediction will normally cease to be true after the event has occurred, but che 
determinist can happily accept that: he is only interested in the immutability of 
its truth value up to the time of its fulfilment.) But once we read the immutability 
in these terms, and bear in mind Carneades’ appeal to the symmetry of past and 
future, we can interpret him as follows. By performing the action, just as I cause 
itto become consistently true hercafter that I have performed it, so too I cause it to 
have been consistently truc hitherto that { would perform it. In other words, it is 
my action which causes all assertions of my performance of it, however tensed, 
to be true. That the truth value of the prediction cannot change pror to its 
fulfilment is no more athreactto my freedom of choice than the fact that the truch 
that I did perform the action cannot change after the performance. In both cases, 
the stable truth value is the result of my action, nor its cause. (For the attribution 
of a similar, though less articulated, position to Cleanthes, see 38 commentary.) 
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71 Why to suspend judgement 


A Diogenes Laertius 9. 106-7 


(1) Aenesidemus, in the first of his Pyrrhonist discourses, says that Pyrrho 
determines nothing in doctrinaire fashion, because of the opposition of 
arguments, but follows appearances. He says the same in his Against 
wisdom and On inquiry ... (2) Hence according to the Sceptics it is what 
appears that serves as a criterion, as Aenesidemus also says . . . (3) As end 
the Sceptics name suspension of judgement. upon which freedom from 
disturbance follows like a shadow, as the followers of Timon and 
Aenesidemus put it. 


B Diogenes Laertius 9.78 


Pyrrhonist discourse is a kind of recollection of appearances, or of ideas of 
any kind, on the basis of which they are all brought into confrontation 
with each other and, when compared, are found to present much 
disparity and confusion. This is what Aenesidemus says in his Outline, 
introduction to Pyrrhonism. 


v. 


C Photius, Library 169b18-170b3 


(1) I read Aenesidemus' eight Pyrrhonist discourses. The overall aim of the 
book is to establish that there is no firm basis for cognition, either 
through sense-perception, or indeed through thought. (2) Conse; 
quently, he says, neither the Pyrrhonists nor the others know the crush ig 
things; but the philosophers of other persuasions, as well as being 
ignorant in general, and wearing themselves out uselessly and expenam: 
themselves in ceaseless torments, are also ignorant of the very fact th 
they have cognition of none of the things of which they think that the 
have gained cognition. (3) But he who philosophizes after the fashion 
Pyrrho is happy not only in general but also, and especially, in 

wisdom of knowing that he has firm cognition of nothing. And 
with regard to what he knows, he has the propriety to assent no m 
its affirmation than to its denial. (4) The whole scheme of the 
directed towards the purpose I have mentioned, In writing the disco 
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Aenesidemus addresses them to Lucius Tubero, one of his colleagues 
from the Academy, a Roman by birth, with an illustrious ancestry and a 
distinguished political career. (5) In the first discourse he differentiates 
between the Pyrrhonists and the Academics in almost precisely the 
following words. He says that the Academics are doctrinaire: they posit 
some things with confidence and unambiguously deny others. (6) The 
Pyrrhonists, on the other hand, are aporetic and free of all doctrine. Not 
one of them has said either that all things are incognitive, or that they are 
cognitive, but that they are no more of this kind than of that, or that they 
are sometimes of this kind, sometimes not, or that for one person they are 
of this kind, for another person not of this kind, and for another person 
not even existent at all. Nor do theysay that all things in general, or some 
things, are accessible to us, or not accessible to us, but that they are no 
more accessible to us than not, or that they are sometimes accessible to us, 
sometimes not, or that they are accessible co one person but nor to 
another. (7) Nor indeed, do they say there is true or false, convincing or 
unconvincing, existent or non-existent. But the same thing is, it might be 
said, no more true than false, convincing than unconvincing, or existent 
than non-existent; or sometimes the one, sometimes the other; or of such 
a kind for one person but not for another. (8) For the Pyrrhonist 
determines absolutely nothing, not even this very claim that nothing is 
determined. (We put it this way, he says, for lack ofa way to express the 
thought.) (9) But the Academics, he says, especially those from the 
present-day Academy, are sometimes in agreement with Stoic beliefs, 
and to tell the truth turn out to be Stoics fighting with Stoics. Moreover, 
they are doctrinaire about many things. For they introduce virtue and 
folly, and posit good and bad, cruth and falsity, convincing and un- 
convincing, existent and non-existent. They give firm determinations 
for many other things too. It is only about the cognitive impression that 
they express dissent. (10) Thus the followers of Pyrrho, in determining 
nothing, remain absolutely above reproach, whereas the Academics, he 
ys, incur a scrutiny similar to that faced by the other philosophers. (11) 
Above all, the Pyrrhonists, by entertaining doubts about every thesis, 
Maintain consistency and do not conflict with themselves, whereas the 
Academics are unaware that they are conflicting with themselves. For to 
Make unambiguous assertions and denials, at the same time as stating as a 
Seneralization that no things are cognitive, introduces an undeniable 
Conflict: how is it possible to recognize that this is true, this false, yet still 
@tertain perplexity and doubt, and not make a clear choice of the one 
avoidance of the other? (12) For if itis not known that this is good or 
jee or that this is true bur that false, and this existent but that non- 
istene, it must certainly be admitted that each of them is incognitive. 
t if they receive self-evident cognition by means of sense-perception 
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or thought, we must say thar each is cognitive. (13) These similar 
considerations are set out by Aenesidemus of Aegae at the beginning of 
his discourses, to indicate the difference between the Pyrrhonists and 
Academics. He goes on in the same discourse, the first, also to report in 
summary outline the entire way of life of the Pyrrhonists. 


D Anonymous commentary on Plato’s Theaetetus, 60.48-61.46 


(1) Since Theaetetus, when asked what knowledge is, replied‘... and as it 
appears to me at present. ..’, Socrates [ Theaetetus 151e] welcomes his lack 
of hesitancy in saying what appears to him and what he believes 
knowledge to be. For what he is saying is not the Pyrrhonian dictum, 
namely that one would not determinately assert any doctrine but just 
says that it appears to one. (2) For according to Pyrrho, what is the 
criterion is neither reason, nor a true impression, nor a convincing 
impression, nor a cognitive impression, nor anything else of the kind, but 
what now appears to him. (3) Whether it is or is not such as it appears he 
does not assert, because he thinks that the arguments for the opposing 
views are of equal strength, and he makes the impressions on a par with 
each other, leaving no difference bet hem in respect of their being 
true or false, convincing or unconvincing, self-evident or obscure, or 
cognitive or incognitive, but holds that they are all alike. (4) He does not 
even assert as a doctrine the consequence — to live his life in accordance 
with whatever impression befalls him at each time, not on the grounds 
that it is a true impression, but because it now appears to him. 


C Our story of Hellenistic philosophy closes, as it opened, with Pyrrhonian. 


scepticism. As the New Academy under the headship of Philo of Larissa in the 
early first century B.c. drifted away from its sceptical stance (see 68 
commentary), one disillusioned member, Acnesidemus, founded a breakaway 
movement, under the ticle ‘Pyrrhonists’ (see especially C). This was the group 
which in time — probably not before the mid-first century a.n. — became known 
as the “Sceptics’, literally ‘searchers’. Another title was ephektikoi, ‘suspenders of, 
judgement’. The eventual outlook of the school is well presented in the 
surviving works of Sextus Empiricus, who wrote in the second century A-D 
However, since our coverage is focused on the Hellenistic period, we 
concentrate here on Aenesidemus himself, with just occasional help ir 
Sextus’ Outlines of Pyrrhonism. 

Academic scepticism had arisen as an essentially epistemological stance - 
safeguarding of intellectual integrity against the temptation to hazard opi 
Although the Academy did develop certain strategies relating to the p. 
conduct of life (see 69), and even, under Philo, the makings of an ethical s 
these were subordinate to its scepticism rather than at the root of 
Aenesidemus' idea, by contrast, was to develop the philosophical basis for 
celebrated tranquillity manifested by Pyrrho (A, C 3; cf. 2 for Pyrrho hi 
so that from the outset his philosophy was shaped by a moral m 
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Developing the picture presented in the writings of Pyrrho’s disciple Timon (1- 
3 passim), Aenesidemus defended the great man's lifestyle against the derogatory 
tradition which had in the mean time grown up. Suspending judgement had 
not, he claimed, led Pyrrho into reckless behaviour (1A 4). He had lived his life, 
as any Pyrrhonist would, in non-committal conformity with appearances: A t- 
2 (cf. 1H). 

What are Pyrrhonian ‘appearances’? First, although in a narrower sense they 
are confined to sensory appearances (cf. 72A), the commoner usage is one which 
involves no such restriction (cf. 72E 4, K 16). Second, although there has been 
some controversy so far as concerns Sextus’ later account (Outlines of Pyrrhonism, 
especially 1.19-20), there is good reason to believe that Aenesidemus, at any rate, 
meant ‘appearances’ in a sense which eliminated any epistemic component. That 
is, when a Pyrrhonist says ‘It appears to me to be raining’, he is not expressing 
any kind of belief that it is raining, but is just describing from a neutral stance the 
impression currently affecting him. This is clearly the distinction made in D, 
from an Academic work written possibly as carly as the first century R.C. and, if 
so, reflecting ‘Pyrrhonism’ as it was presented at that date. Pyrrho, on this story, 
was able to act in accordance with impressions without taking them to be true (D 4). 

It may seem puzzling why a Pyrrhonist should open his umbrella at all if he 
does not even take his impression that it is raining to be true. Sextus, at least, 
would reply that his actions are either instinctive, ¢.g. drinking when thirsty, or 
conditioned by the customs and educational! processes of his own society, and can 
therefore be performed automatically without the intervention of assent 
(Outlines of Pyrrhonism 1.21-4). This might be read as an attempt to 
accommodate the fact that even though inwardly the Pyrrhonist insulates 
himself from assent in a way which results in supreme tranquillity, to all 
outward appearances he leads a quite conventional life. Since, however, Pyrrho 
himself had not led an outwardly conventional life (cf. 1A—C), we may take his 
own acquiescence in appearances to have been rather more restricted in scope 
than this, and it must be left an open question how conventional Aenesidemus 
intended the Pyrrhonist lifestyle to be. (One might compare the influence of 
Socrates’ personal example. which could encourage on the one hand respectable 
citizens like Xenophon and Plato, on the other hand the outrageously anti-social 
Cynics.) Minimally, we can ascribe to Aencsidemus the position that ordinary 
acts of self-maintenance and self-preservation may be performed automatically, 
without assent. 

The reward for eliminating assent is tranquillity (‘freedom from disturbance’, 
A 3). Why so? One answer, based again on Sextus, might go as follows. Actually 
believing that it is raining, that rain makes you wet, cold and ill, and that getting 

is bad, wrecks your tranquillity by making you care about keeping dry. A 

honist, for whom opening his umbrella is little more than a reflex action, 

ks these beliefs, and so is free from any such anxiety. Extend this to the entire 

Tange of human actions, and sublime tranquillity will ensue. In Aenesidemus’ 

Gs. however, we might expect his defence of the position to rest more directly 

Sn appeal to Pyrrho's personal example (see 2), in which he seems to have taken a 
eater interest than Sextus does. 


We have spoken so far of the ordinary conduct of life. Bue Pyrrho was also 
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admired, ac least by Timon, for refusing to be seduced into any kind of 
theoretical stance on any issue (2B-C). The Greek word for such a stance is 
dogma, and for one who takes it dogmatikes. We translate these respectively as 
‘doctrine’ and ‘doctrmaire’ (cf. 661~J; 72K 5; ‘dogma’, often preferred as a 
translation, has misleading associations of pig-headedness). Opposition to 
doctrinaire theses is one of the hallmarks of Aenesidemus’ philosophy (cf. A 1, 
B), and the Academics were among his first targets, for their alleged 
inconsistency in trying to combine numerous doctrinaire stances with a residual 
denial of cognitive certainty (C 5, 9-13; cf. 68N 2). Doctrinaire belief creates a 
permanent state of inner torment (C 2); since any subject of inquiry turns out to 
present conflicting impressions (B), to adopt this or that position in relation to it 
is to condemn yourself to bemg permanently troubled by it. The alternative 
approach, called “Pyrrhonist discourse’ (B, cf. A1), involves methodically 
exposing the conflicts, precisely in order to suspend judgement and thus remain 
untroubled (A 3}. How this is done will be the topic of 72. 

But how can Acnesidemus at C rt claim for his philosophy the virtue of self- 
consistency? Is ir not itself a doctrinaire position, laying down a partisan end and 
recommending 2 specific lifestyle? This time there is no sign of at least one 
defensive strategy later adopted by Sextus, thar of claiming an allegedly non- 
doctrinaire (because uncontroversial) end, freedom from disturbance, and 
describing suspension of judgement as a means of achieving it which has been 
stumbled upon by pure accident (Outlines of Pyrrhonism 1.12, 2$—-30). 
Aenesidemus’ end is suspension of judgement itself (A3), and he even 
apparently recommends it as pleasurable (IF 5). One might, then, wonder how 
he can avoid disrupting his own tranquillity by caring about achieving his own 
partisan end (contrast 72L 7), or being troubled by the arguments in favour of 
various rival ends. 

However we try to read Acnesidemus’ fragments, a degree of this tension will 
probably remain (see further, 72 commentary). To judge from C 8 (cf. also D 4), 
his ground for the consistency claim lies in che policy of bringing his sceptical 
utterances within their own and cach other's scope. This is clearly a delicate 
procedure, since it involves simultaneously making and withdrawing an 
assertion. Sextus likes the parallels of fire, which destroys both the combustible. 
material and itself, and of a ladder which you climb up and then throw away; buti 
these suffer from the weakness of seeming to make the rwo actions successi 
where they should be simultaneous. Aenesidemus seems to prefer the defe 
that language is ill-fitted for expressing his idea: C8. You can adopt a now 
assertive frame of mind; what you cannot straightforwardly do is assert that you 
are adopting it, 

There is, admittedly, one puzzling exception to this strategy. At cI 
Aenesidemus tells us that unlike other philosophers che Pyrrhonist knows that hg 
has firm cognition of nothing. This sounds like rhe kind of negative dogma 
associated with the name of Socrates (68A 3), and notionally approved by u 
Stoic Antipater (68N 1), but repudiated as inconsistent by Metrodorus of 
(1D), by Arcesilaus (684 3), and by Carneades (68N 1). Since Pyrrho 
had a strong tendency towards negative dogmatism (sce 1 commentary) 
might be thought that Aenesidemus is here following his lead. But that 
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run directly counter to the more sophisticated policy noted above. It seems safer 
to take refuge in the fact that the verb which he uses at C 3 is the ordinary Greek 
verb for ‘know’, not the technical term for infallible ‘cognition’ (on which see 
40) used elsewhere in the same text, and that its usage here is such a weak one that 
it does not even entail assent. Perhaps, then, all that C 2—3 amounts to is that, 
unlike other philosophers, the Pyrrhonist is not under the illusion that he has 
cognition. (For a similar usage, cf. 69K.) 

The other tactic familiar from Sextus (e.g. 6814; cf. 1H 1), which 
Aenesidemus might be expected to use, is chat of warning us to prefix ‘It appears 
that . . .' co all his utterances. Aenesidemus certainly treated descriptions of what 
(non-epistemically) appears as a basis for ordinary action. Whether he also 
anticipated Sextus in using them as a means of insulating himself from his own 
philosophical pronouncements is less clear. The only apparent instance in our 
texts of this tactic is at 7212, and there we argue that a rather more restricted 
purpose is in view. But since it had already been to some extent sanctified by 
Timon as an interpretation of Pyrrho (1H 2-3; 2E), it is hard to doubt that 
Aenesidemus too tele able to make use of it. 

Aenesidemus'’ position on the ethical end is also puzzling. [fF we are to avoid an 
outright contradiction between A 3, where suspension of judgement is the end, 
and 72L 7, where he argues that there is no end, ir seems that we must take his 
own end to be somehow exempted from the latter text's attack on ‘any end 
which any philosophical persuasion might believe in’. A persuasion (hairesis) is, 
strictly understood, adherence to a doctrinal system (Sextus, Outlines of 
Pyrrhonism 1.16), and Aencsidemus might maintain that suspension of judge- 
ment runs directly counter to this. Hence far from being itself doctrinaire, 
Aenesidemus’ end is the antidote to doctrine. Sec further, 72 commentary. 
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72 How to suspend judgement 
A Sextus Empiricus, Outlines of Pyrrhonism 1.31-9 


(1) Broadly speaking, this [suspension of judgement about everything] 
comes abour because of the setting of things in opposition. We oppose 
either appearances to appearances, or ideas to ideas, or appearances to 
ideas. (2) We oppose appearances to appearances when we say ‘The same 
tower seems round from a distance but square from near by.’ (3) We 
Oppose ideas to ideas when someone establishes the existence of 
Providence from the orderliness of the things in the heavens and we 
Oppose to this the frequency with which the good fare badly and the bad 
Prosper, thereby deducing the non-existence of providence. (4) We 
Oppose ideas to appearances in the way in which Anaxagoras opposed to 
mow's being white the consideration: snow is frozen water, and water is 

lack, therefore snow is black too. (5) On a different scheme, we oppose 
eee present things to present things, as in the cases just given, but 

metimes present things to past and future things. For example, when 
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someone presents us with an argument for a thesis which we cannot 
refute, we reply, ‘Just as before the founder of the school you follow was 
born the school’s thesis did not yet seem sound, but was an objective 
natural fact, likewise it is possible that the very opposite thesis to the one 
you have just argued is an objective natural fact but does not yet appear so 
tous. Hence it is premature to assent to the thesis which appears powerful 
to us at the present moment. (6) To give us a more accurate impression of 
these oppositions, I shall add the modes through which suspension of 
judgement is deduced. But I shall make no assertions about either their 
number or their cogency: it is possible that they are both unsound and 
more numerous than those which I shall be listing. (7) Well, the familiar 
tradition among the older Sceptics is of modes, ten in total, through 
which suspension of judgement seems to be deduced. They also use the 
terms ‘arguments’ and ‘outlines’ as equivalents to ‘modes’. They are as 
follows. (8) 1, the mode depending on the disparity between animals; 2, 
that depending on the difference between men; 3, that depending on the 
different structures of the sense-organs; 4, that depending on situations; $, 
that depending on positions, distances and locations; 6, that depending on 
admixtures; 7, that depending on the quantities and configurations of the 
objects; 8, chat derived from relativity; 9, that depending on regularity or 
rarity of meeting; 10, that depending on ways of life, customs, laws, 
legendary beliefs, and doctrinaire opinions. We adopt this order 
arbitrarily. (9) There are three modes superordinate to these: that derived 
from the judging subject, that derived from the object of judgement, and 
that derived from both. Modes 1-4 fall under that derived from the 
judging subject, since the judging subject is either an animal or a man ora 
sense, and in some situation. Modes 7 and 10 are referred to that derived 
from the object of judgement. And modes 5, 6, 8, and 9 are referred to 
that derived from both. (10) Then again, these three are referred to the 
mode of relativity. Hence the mode of relativity is the most generic, the 
three are species, and the ten are sub-species. We say this about theit 
number in accordance with what is plausible. 


B Sextus Empiricus, Outlines of Pyrrhonism 1.40-61 


(1) The first argument we mentioned was the one according to which 
depending on the difference berween animals the same objects do oe | 
produce the same impressions. We infer this from their different mod 
of generation and the variety of their bodily make-up. (2) The po 
about modes of generation is that some animals are generated a 
some sexually; and of those generated asexually some are generated 
fire, such as the tiny creatures that appear in ovens, others 
putrescent water, such as mosquitoes . . . Of those generated se 

. some have homogeneous parents, like the majority of animals, O 
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have heterogeneous parents, as mules do . . . Ie is likely, then, that the 
generative dissimilarities and divergences should produce great contrasts 
in the way the animals are affected, bringing in their wake incompatibil- 
ity, incongruity and conflict. (3) Another potential source of conflict 
among impressions depending on the disparity between animals is the 
difference in the principal bodily parts, especially those whose natural 
function is to discriminate and to perceive. People with jaundice say that 
those things are yellow which appear white co us, and people with 
bloodshot eyes call them blood-red. Since, then, with animals too, some 
have yellow eyes, some bloodshot, some white, some of other colours, it 
is likely, I think, that they register colours in different ways . . . (4) The 
same argument applies to the other senses. How could the tactile 
processes of shelled, fleshy, prickly, feathered, and scaly creatures be 
called similar? How could hearing be called alike in creatures with the 
narrowest auditory ducts and those with the widest, or in those with 
hairy and those with bare ears, considering that even our own auditory 
processes are different when we block our ears from when we leave chem 
alone? . . . (5) Just as che same food when digested becomes here a vein, 
here an artery, here a bone, here a sinew, and so on, revealing different 
capacities depending on the differences in the parts which absorb it. . ., so 
too itis likely that excernal objects are perceived differently according to 
the different structures of the animals undergoing the impressions. (6) A 
more self-evident understanding of the matter can be obtained from 
animals’ choices and avoidances. Perfume seems delightful to men but 
unbearable to beetles and bees. Olive oil is beneficial to men, but is 
sprinkled to exterminate wasps and bees. Sea water, if drunk, is 
unpleasant and poisonous to men, but delicious and drinkable for fish. 
Pigs get more pleasure from wallowing in foul-smelling sewage than in 
clear pure water . . . If the same things are unpleasant to some animals but 
Pleasant to others, and pleasant and unpleasant depend on impressions, 
the animals are receiving different impressions from objects. (7) If the 
same things appear unalike depending on the difference between 
animals, we will be able to say how the object is perceived by us, but will 
suspend judgement as to how itis in its own nature. For we ourselves will 
hot be able to adjudicate between our own impressions and those of other 
animals: we are ourselves parties to the disagreement, and hence in need 
of an adjudicator, rather chan capable of judging for ourselves. (8) 
r ides, we cannot judge our impressions superior to those found in 

irrational animals either without proof or with proof. For in addition to 

the Possibility that proof does not exist, as we will note later, the so-called 
- Proof must itself be either apparent to us or non-apparent. If it is non- 
, *PParent, we will not propound it with confidence. But if it is apparent to 
WS. since our inquiry is about what is apparent to animals and proof is 
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apparent to us, who are animals, it will itself in so far as it is apparent be 
subject to inquiry as to its truth . . . (9) If, then, impressions diffe: 
depending on the divergences between animals, and there is no way of 
adjudicating between them, it is necessary to suspend judgement about 
external objects. 


ets 
_ C Sextus Empiricus, Outlines of Pyrrhonism 1.79-91 
(1) Such [see B] is the first mode of suspending judgement. The second, as 
we said, is that derived from the difference between men. For even if one 
hypothetically grants that men are more credible than the irrational 
animals, we will find inducements to suspend judgement even so far as 
concerns our own differences. (2) Now man is said to have two 
constituents, namely soul and body, and we differ from each other in 
respect of both. In respect of the body, we differ both in form and in our 
individual mixtures. For the body ofa Scythian differs from the body of 
an Indian in form. This divergence is, it is said, the result of different 
predominance of humours. And in accordance with different predomi- 
nance of humours impressions also differ, as we established in che first 
argument... (3) Such are the differences of our individual mixtures that 
some men digest beef more easily than rock-fish, and get an upset 
stomach from a drop of Lesbian wine. There was reportedly an old Attic 
woman who could swallow thirty drams of hemlock without ill-effect. 
Lysis also used to take four drams of opium without upset. Demophon, 


+ Alexander’s butler, shivered in the sun or in the bath but felt warm in the 


shade . . . (4) Since (if we may make do with listing a few of the many 
cases recorded by the doctrinaire writers) the divergence between men 
with regard to their bodies is so great, it is likely that they also differ from 
each other with regard to their actual souls. For the body is a sort of 
outline sketch of the soul, as is also shown by the science of 
physiognomics. (5) But the strongest indication of men’s great and. 
limitless mental differences is the disagreement between what the 
doctrinaire thinkers say, especially about what to choose and what to. 
avoid . . . (6) Since, then, choice and avoidance lie in pleasure 
displeasure, and pleasure and displeasure lie in sensation and impressi 
when some people choose what others avoid the natural consequence 
for us to infer that they are not moved in even similar ways by the 
things, since if they were they would have the same choices 
avoidances. (7) But if the same things move us differently depending 
the difference between men, that too might reasonably induce us- 
suspend judgement. Perhaps we are capable of saying how each obj 
appears, with respect to each human difference, but not of asserung W% 
its power is, with respect to its own nature. (8) For we will trust either 
‘ men, or some. Ifall, we will be attempting the impossible and accep! 







476 


kan.. 


72 How to suspend judgement 


contradictories. If some, let them tell us whose view we are to assent to. 
The Platonist will say Plato's, che Epicurean Epicurus’, and the others 
likewise. And by this inarbitrable dispute they will once again bring us 
round to suspension of judgement. (9) Anyone who says that we should 
assent to the majority opinion is accepting a childish idea. Nobody is 
capable of approaching all the men in the world and calculating what is 
the majority opinion. It is possible that in some tribes unknown to us 
things rare among us are found in the majority of people, while attributes 
which belong to the majority of us are rare . . . (10) Certain self-satisfied 
people, the doctrinaire thinkers, say that in judging things they should 
rate themselves above other men. We know the absurdity of this 
evaluation. They are, after all, themselves parties to the disagreement, 
and if their way of judging between appearances is to give themselves 
precedence they are, by entrusting the judgement to themselves, begging 
the question. But even so, in order to achieve the suspension of 
judgement by focusing the argument on a single man, such as their 
dream-figure the wise man, we adopt the third mode. 


D Sextus Empiricus, Outlines of Pyrrhonism 1.91-8 


(1) This (‘the third mode’, cf. C 10] is how we label the mode which 
derives from the difference between the senses. That the senses are at 
variance with each other is pre-evident. (2) Pictures seem to the sense of 
sight to have concavities and convexities, but not to the touch. Honey 
seems pleasant to the tongue on some things, but unpleasant to the eyes, 
so that whether it is absolutely pleasant or unpleasant is impossible to say. 
Likewise perfume: it delights the sense of smell, but displeases that of taste 
--~ (3) Hence what each of these is like as regards its nature we will be 
unable to say. What we can say is how it appears on each occasion. (4)... 
Each of the sense-objects which appear to us seems to make a complex 
impression on us. For example, the apple strikes us as smooth, pleasant- 
smelling, sweet and yellow. Consequently it is not evident whether it 
really has these and only these qualities; or whether it has a single quality, 
but appears different according to the different structures of the sense- 
Organs, or whether it has more qualities than those apparent but some of 
them do not strike us. ($) The idea that it bas a single quality can be 
worked out on the basis of our earlier remarks . . . [see B5] (6) Our 
argument for the apple's having more qualities chan those apparent to us 
Bas follows. Let us imagine someone who from birth has had the senses 
of touch, smell and taste, but has lacked hearing and sight. He will start 
Sut believing in the existence of nothing visible or audible, but only of 

three kinds of quality which he can register. It is therefore a possibility 
“pat we too, having only our five senses, only register from the qualities 

Oneine to the apple those which we are capable of registering. Buc it 
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may be that there objectively exist other qualities, and that these are the 
objects of further sense-organs which we do not share, so that we do not 
register the corresponding sense-objects either. (7) Someone will reply 


. that nature made the senses co-extensive with the range of sense-objects. 


What kind of nature, in view of the great inarbitrable disagreement 
among the doctrinaire thinkers about natural existence? For anyone 
arbitrating the very question whether nature exists would, if he were a 
layman, according to them be unreliable. But if he is a philosopher, he 
will be a party to the disagreement, and himself subject to judgement, 
not a judge. : 


E Sextus Empiricus, Outlines of Pyrrhonism 1.100-13 


(1) In order also to be able to end up suspending judgement by focusing 
the argument on each individual sense, or even without reference to the 
senses, we adopt in addition the fourth mode. This is the one which we 
say depends on ‘situations’, a word which we use for ‘dispositions’. We 
say that it is observed in the natural or unnatural state, in being awake or 
asleep, and depending on age, on motion or rest, on hating or liking, on 
want or satiety, on intoxication or sobriety, on predispositions, on 
confidence or fear, or on depression or elation. (2) For example, things 
strike us differently depending on whether our state is natural or 
unnatural, because those who are deranged or possessed seem to hear the 
voices of spirits, while we do not... And the same honey appears sweet 
to me but bitter to those with jaundice. (3) If someone says that it is an 
intermingling of certain bodily humours that produces, in those in an 
unnatural state, improper impressions deriving from objects, we must 
reply that since the healthy also have mixtures of humours, it is possible 
that external objects are in their nature such as they appear to people in 
the so-called ‘unnatural’ state, and that these mixtures make them appear 
different to the healthy. For to assign a power of distorting objects-to one 
set of mixtures, while denying it to the other set, is artificial. Indeed, just 
as the healthy are in a state which is natural for the healthy but unnatura 
for the sick, so too the sick are in a state which is unnatural for the healthy 
but natural for the sick. So we should have faith in the sick too, as being 
relatively speaking, in a natural state. (4) . . . The point about ‘depen i 
on age’ is thar che same air seems chilly to the aged but miid to 
youthful, and the same colour dull to the elderly but strong to U 
youthful . . . Things appear different ‘depending on motion or 
because things which we see as stationary when we are standing we 
are moving when we sail past them . . . ‘Depending on intoxication: 
sobriety’: things we think infamous when sober appear not aC 
infamous to us when we are drunk. ‘Depending on predispositions": : 
same wine appears dry to those who have just eaten dates or dried 
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but sweet to those who have been tasting nuts or chick-peas. . . (5) Given 
that there is also sucha great disparity depending on dispositions, and that 
men are differently disposed on different occasions, while it is perhaps 
easy to say how each object appears to each person, it is by no means easy 
tosay what the object is like. For the disparity is inarbicrable: its arbitrator 
is either in some of the dispositions we have mentioned, or in no 
disposition whatsoever. Now to say that he is in absolutely no disposition 
— neither healthy nor sick, neither moving nor stationary, of no age, and 
likewise lacking the other dispositions — is completely incoherent. But if 
he is going to arbitrate our impressions while himselfin some disposition, 
he is a party to the disagreement, and in any case he is not a neutral judge 
of external objects, his viewpoint being obscured by the dispositions he is 
in. 


F Sextus Empiricus, Outlines of Pyrrhonism 1.118-20 


(1) The fifth mode is the one depending on positions, distances and 
locations. For according to each of these factors too the same things 
appear different. (2) For example, the same colonnade seen from one end 
appears tapering, and seen from the centre appears completely symmet- 
tical. The same ship appears small and stationary from far off, large and 
moving from near by. The same tower appears round from far off but 
square from near by. These are examples depending on distances. (3) 
Examples depending on locations are that the light of a lantern appears 
dim in sunlight but bright in the dark, and that the same oar appears bent 
in water but straight when out of the water . . . (4) Examples depending 
on positions are that the same picture appears flat when lying on its back 
but at a certain angle seems to have concavities and convexities; and that 
pigeons’ necks seem differently coloured depending on the angle of 
inclination. 


G Sextus Empiricus, Outlines of Pyrrhonism 1.124-8 


(1) The sixth mode is the one based on admixtures, by which we deduce 
that since no object strikes us entirely by itself, but along with something, 
it may perhaps be possible to say what the mixture compounded out of 
the external object and the thing perceived with it is like, but we would 
Rot be able to say what the external object is like by itself. (2) That 
Rothing external strikes us by itself, but always along with something, 
and that, depending on this, it is perceived as different, is I think pre- 
evident. Our colour appears one way in warm air, another in the cold, 
and we would not be able to say what our colour is like in its nature, but 
Jest how it is perceived along with each of these accompaniments. The 
"me sound appears one way when accompanied by a rarefied 
*™Mosphere, another way when accompanied by a dense atmosphere. 
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Smells are more pungent in a bath-house or in sunshine than in chilly air, 
And the body is light when immersed in water, but heavy when in air. (3) 
To pass on from external admixture, our eyes have membranes and 
liquids in them. Hence visible objects, since they are not seen without 
these, will not be accurately grasped. For what we are registering is the 
mixture, and that is why jaundice-sufferers see everything as yellow and 
those with bloodshot eyes see everything as blood-red . . . (4) Nor does 
the mind [register external objects accurately], especially since its guides 
the senses make mistakes. It may also be that it itself adds some admixture 
of its own to the reports of the senses. For we see certain fluids belonging 
to each of the regions in which the doctrinaire thinkers believe that the 
commanding-faculty is located — be it the brain, the heart, or whatever 
part of the animal one may care to put it in. (5) So according to this mode 
too we see that, being unable to say anything about the nature of external 
objects, we are forced to suspend judgement about it. 


H Sextus Empiricus, Outlines of Pyrrhonism 1.129-32 — ts 


(1) The seventh mode, as we said, is the one which depends on the 
quantities and configurations of the objects. By ‘configurations’ we 
mean quite generally their composition. This is another mode according 
to which we are clearly forced to suspend judgement about the nature of 
things. (2) For example, filings of goatshorn, when perceived simply and 
not in composition, appear white, but composed in the actual horn they 
are perceived as black . . . Isolated grains of sand appear rough, but 
composed as a heap they produce a smooth sensory effect . . . (3) Wine 
drunk in moderation invigorates us, but taken in larger quantities 
incapacitates the body. And food likewise displays different powers 
depending on the quantity. Often through heavy consumption it purges 
the body with indigestion and diarrhoea. (4) Here too, then, we will be 
able to describe the quality of powdered horn and of the composite of 
many filings . . ., and in the cases of the sand. . . and the wine and the food: 
to describe their relative qualities. But we will not be able to describe the: 
nature of the things in itself, thanks to the disparity among impressions; 
which depend on composition. 


I Sextus Empiricus, Outlines of Pyrrhonism 1.135-40 


(1) The eighth mode is the one derived from relativity, on the basis 
which we deduce that, since ail things are relative, we will 

judgement about what things exist absolutely and in nature. (2) It 
be recognized that here, as elsewhere, we use ‘are’ loosely, to stand 
‘appear’, so that what we say is tantamount to ‘all things are reladve 
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appearance’. (3) This has two senses. One is in relation to the judging 
subject, since the external object being judged appears in relation to the 
judging subject. The other is in relation to the things perceived with it, 
like right in relation to left. (4) Tha all things are relative we have also 
argued earlier: so far as concerns the judging subject, that each thing is 
relative in appearance to the particular animal, the particular man, and 
the particular sense, and also to the particular situation; so far as concerns 
the things perceived with them, that each thing is relative in appearance 
to the particular admixture, the particular location, the particular 
composition, the particular quantity, and the particular position. (5) It 
can also be specifically deduced that all things are relative, as follows. Are 
differentiated things different from relative things, or not? If not, they 
too are relative. But if they are different, since everything different is 
relative, being called different in relation to that from which it differs, 
differenciated things are relative. (6) Also, of existing things, some are 
summa genera according to the doctrinaire thinkers, others infimae species, 
and yet others genera and species. And all of these are relative. Therefore 
all things are relative . . . (7) Even someone who denies that all things are 
relative eo ipso confirms thar all things are relative. For by his means of 
opposing us he shows that ‘All chings are relative’ is relative to us, and not 
universal. (8) It remains to add chat, in view of our proof that all things 
are relative, it is clear that we will not be able to say what each object is 
like in its own nature and absolutely, but just how it appears in its 


relativity. It follows that we should suspend judgement about the nature 
of things. 


J Sextus Empiricus, Outlines of Pyrrhonism 1.141-4 


(1) Here now is some explanation of the mode which we listed as ninth, 
the one depending on regularity or rarity of meeting. (2) The sun is much 
More astonishing than a comet, but because we see the sun regularly but 
the comet rarely, we are so astonished at the comet as to think it a portent, 
but not at the sun. If, on the other hand, we imagine the appearance and 
setting of the sun as rare, and the sun as all at once illuminating the whole 
world, then suddenly casting it all into shade, we might expect to witness 
immense astonishment at it . . . (3) Also, rare things seem precious, 
whereas familiar and plentiful things do not. If we imagine water as a 
ranty, how much more precious it would appear to us chan all the things 
that are thought precious. Or if we imagine gold simply scattered over 

earth like stones, to whom could we expect it to be precious or worth 

tding? {4) Since, then, the same things seem astonishing or precious at 
Ime times but not at others, depending on regularity or rarity of 
Sontrontation, we will be unable to state what each of the external 
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objects is like by itself. Hence this is another mode that leads us to sopa 


judgement about them. aa r. 


K Sextus Empiricus, Outlines of cr 1.145-63 


(1) The tenth mode, which is also the most relevant to ethics, is the one 
depending on ways of life, customs, laws, legendary beliefs, and 
doctrinaire opinions. (2) A ‘way of life’ is a choice of lifestyle or of a 
certain behaviour adopted by one or many people, such as Diogenes (the 
Cynic] or the Spartans. (3) A law is a written agreement within the body 
politic, infringement of which incurs punishment. A custom, or 
convention (which is the same thing), is the acceptance of a certain 
behaviour in common between many people, infringement of which 
does not necessarily incur punishment. For example, not to commit 
adultery is a law, whereas not to have sexual intercourse in public is (for 
us) a custom. (4) A legendary belief is the acceptance of unhistorical and 
fictional events. A good example is the legends about Cronos, which 
induce many people to believe them. (5) A doctrinaire opinion is the 
acceptance of something which seems to be confirmed through 
analogical reasoning or through some proof, for example that as 
elements of existing things there are atoms, homogeneous substances, 
minima, or whatever. (6) We oppose each of these sometimes to itself, 
sometimes to each of the others. (7) For example, we oppose custom to 
custom as follows. Some Ethiopians tattoo their babies, but we do not. 
Persians think it proper to wear lurid ankle-length clothing, while we 
think it improper. And Indians have sexual intercourse in public, while 
most other races think it shameful. (8) We oppose law to law as follows 
. . In Scythian Tauri, there was a law that foreigners should be sacrificed 
in propitiation of Artemis, while here human sacrifice is banned. (9) We 
oppose way of life to way of life when we oppose that of Diogenes to that 
of Aristippus, or that of the Spartans to that of the Italians. (10) We 
oppose legendary belief to legendary belief when we observe that im 
some places legend makes Zeus the father of men and gods, but in other: 
places Ocean, quoting ‘Ocean who begat the gods, and Tethys their 
mother’ (Homer, Iliad 14.201]. (11) We oppose doctrinaire opinions 
each other when we observe that some people declare that there is 
element, others infinitely many; some say that the soul is mortal, othess 
immortal; some say that our affairs are governed by divine provid 
others that they are unprovidential. (12) We also oppose custom to, 
other things. For example to law, when we say that among the P 
intercourse beween males is customary, whereas among the Romans if 
prohibited by law . . . (13) Custom is opposed to way of life when m 
men go indoors to have intercourse with their wives, while Crates { 
Cynic] did it with Hipparchia in public. (14) Custom is opposed 
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legendary belief when the legends say that Cronos ate his own children, 
while our custom is to take care of children. And it is conventional 
among us to revere the gods as good and impervious to harm, whereas 
the poets introduce gods who sustain wounds and bear grudges against 
each other. (15) Custom is opposed to doctrinaire opinion when our 
custom is to pray for blessings from the gods, whereas Epicurus says that 
divinity pays no attention to us... (16) We could have taken many more 
examples of each of the oppositions mentioned, but this will suffice as a 
summary. It just remains to add that since this mode too reveals such a 
great disparity among things, we will not be able to say what each object 
is like in its nature, but just how it appears in relation to this way of life, to 
this law, to this custom, and so on for each of the others. Therefore this is 
another mode which makes it necessary for us to suspend judgement 
abour the nature of external objects. (17) That then is how, by means of 
the ten modes, we end up suspending judgement. 


L Photius, Library 170b3—35 (continuing 71C) 


(1) In the second fof his Pyrrhonist discourses] he [Acnesidemus] starts to 
expound in detail the arguments which he has summarily listed, 
analysing truths, causes, affections, motion, generation and destruction, 
and their opposites, and exposing by tight reasoning (or so he thinks) the 
impossibility of fathoming or grasping them. (2) His third discourse is 
also about motion and sense-perception and their peculiar features. 
Working elaborately through a similar set of contradictions, he puts 
them too beyond our reach and grasp. (3) In the fourth discourse he says 
that signs, in the sense in which we call apparent things signs of the non- 
apparent, do not exist at all, and that those who believe they do are 
deceived by an empty enthusiasm. And he raises the customary series of 
difficulties about the whole of nature, the world, and the gods, 
contending that none of these falls within our grasp. (4) His fifth 
discourse too holds out an aporetic guard against causes, refusing to 
concede that anything is cause of anything, saying chat the causal 
theorists are mistaken, and enumeratin g some modes according to which 
he thinks that, by being attracted to causal theory, they have been stecred 
Mto such an error. (5) His sixth discourse turns to good and bad things, 
objects of choice and avoidance, and also preferred and dispreferred 
things, subjecting them to the same quibbles, so far as he 1s able, m 
shutting them off from our grasp and knowledge. (6) The a 
course he marshalls against the virtues, saying that those Paes 
Philosophize about them have uselessly invented their doctrines, an d is 
they have misled themselves into thinking that they have Se = 
theory and practice of them. (7) The eighth and last launches oa ae ee 
end, allowing the existence of neither happiness nor pica 
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prudence, nor any other end which any philosophical persuasion might 
believe in, but asserting that the end which they all celebrate simply does 
not exist. 
M Sextus Empiricus, Outlines of Pyrrhonism 1.1805 = 
(t) Aenesidemus presents eight modes in accordance with which he 
thinks chat he criticizes every doctrinaire causal theory and exposes it as 
defective. (2) The first, he says, is one according to which the whole class 
of causal theory, dealing as it does with non-apparent matters, does not 
have agreed attestation from things apparent. (3) The second is one 
according to which often, although the object of investigation has a 
plentiful variecy of causal explanations available, some people choose a 
single kind of causal explanation for it. (4) Third is one according to 
which, when dealing with things which come about in an order, they 
expound causal explanations for them which display no order. (5) 
According to the fourth mode, they take the way apparent things come 
about and think they have grasped how non-apparent things come 
about. For although the non-apparent things may be effected in a way 
similar to apparent things, it is also possible that they are not, but in their 
own distinctive way. (6) According to the fifth, practically all base their 
causal theories on their own hypotheses about the elements, and not on 
some common and agreed methods. (7) According to the sixth, they 
often adopt findings obtained by their own hypotheses while rejecting 
equally convincing findings to the opposite effect. (8) According to the 
seventh they often expound causal explanations which conflict not only 
with things apparent but also with their own hypotheses. (9) According 
to the eighth, the things thought to be apparent and the things subject to 
inquiry are often equally problematic, so that their demonstrations have 
their premises and their conclusions equally problematic. (10) It is not 
impossible, he says, that some people's errors in causal theory also accord 
with some mixed modes, dependent on those just listed. 4 
3 
N Sextus Empiricus, Against the professors 9.237—40 ? 


[Reporting arguments of Aenesidemus against cause] {1) Again, if some 
cause exists, either it is the complete cause of something, using no 

but its own power, or it needs the matter affected as an auxiliary means tO 
this, so that the effect is to be thought of in relation to the conjunction 
both. (2) And if it is its nature to be a complete agent by use of its own 
power, it ought, since it permanently has itself and its own power, t0 
produce the effect at all times, and not to act in some cases but be inacv€ 
in others. (3) [fon the other hand it is, as some of the doctrinaire wnters 
say, not absolute and independent but relative, since it and the thing 
affected are viewed in conjunction with each other, a worse result 
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emerge. (4) For if the thing acting and the thing affected are thought ofin 
conjunction with each other, there will be one conception, but with two 
names, ‘the thing acting’ and ‘the thing affected’. Consequently, the 
productive power will reside no more in it than in the thing said to be 
affected. For just as it cannot act at all withouc the ching said to be 
affected, so too the thing said to be affected cannot be affected without its 
presence. (5) It follows that the power productive of the effect no more 
exists objectively in ic than in che thing affected. 


O There can be little doubt chat Aenesidemus made a pioneering contribution to 
the Sceptical methodology which we find in the works of Sextus Empiricus, 
especially with his massive compilation under the heading “The ten modes’ 
(often rendered ‘tropes’). These are, more fully, ten modes of suspending 
judgement (cf. A6-7), ie. ten methods of achieving the result which 
Aenesidemus had set up as the Pyrrhonist’s end (71A 3). In A-K our excerpts are 
taken from Sextus’ own exposition of the modes, which is in most ways the best. 
Sextus himself elsewhere (Against the professors 7.345) names Aenesidemus as 
their author. Much of the actual materia] was admittedly traditional — it is indeed 
an important part of the methodology that the doctrinaire writers should 
themselves be the source of the material that is to prove their undoing (cf. C 4) ~ 
but Aenesidemus is beyond doubt the genius who shaped it for this new task. 

Some sources mention only eight or nine modes, and in partly different 
orders. This should nat be read as a conflict of evidence, in any normal sense. To 
have insisted on any one specific list of the modes would have run counter to the 
true spirit of Pyrrhonist scepticism. Hence both the number and the order given 
by Sextus are to be understood as arbitrary and open to variation: A 6, 8. 

Broadly speaking the modes, like al] Acnesidemus' arguments, are aimed at 
dissuading us from ever adopting a partisan stance with regard to any issue 
whatever (although the modes themselves concentrate largely on sensory 
matters). This is achieved by exposing the irresoluble conflict that exists between 
the opposing grounds of belief (A 1-6). 

If there is a single unifying theme in the modes, it is perhaps that of 
inarbitrability. There is noc, and could not be. a privileged viewpoint from 
which any case of conflict could be resolved; therefore the only proper reaction 
35 to suspend judgement (cf. also 40T). Sextus at A 10 suggests that the unifying 
theme is relativity. We will see that this is broadly correct, but only because 
relativity and inarbitrability here come out as virtually equivalent. 

„it will be noticed that the first four modes (B-E) proceed in a careful 
dialectical sequence. (1) No one animal's viewpoint is privileged over those of 
others, (2) Even if man's viewpoint were privileged, no one man’s is. (3) Even if 
one man's viewpoint were privileged, no one of his senses is. (4) Even if one of his 
‘nses were privileged, no one set of viewing conditions is. Modes 5-7 then 
Supplement mode 4 with various further relativities to which sense-perception is 
subject (FED. 

_ Mode 8 (I) moves toa generalization about relativity: all things are relative. Ic 
u tempting to read this as a version of the familiar sceptical inference from a 
ing 's being relative in character (e.g. sweet, good) to its being nothing in itself, 
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i.e. unreal (the inference ably countered by the Epicurean Polystracus at 7D). It 
would then easily follow that the thing was unknowable too. This reading, 
however, faces several difficulties. First, che conclusion at 18 concerns only the 
undiscoverability of things’ natures, and their unreality plays no apparent part in 
the argument. Indeed, if there were good grounds for taking things to be nothing 
in themselves, that would steer us less cowards suspension of judgement than 
towards a rather firm conclusion, namely that they have no intrinsic nature, 
Second, the thesis is said at I 4 to embrace modes 1-7, which are likewise about 
things’ undiscoverability, and do not arrive at this via their unrealicy. Third, the 
arguments at 15-6 would come out as ludicrous: it is not even superficially 
plausible that gold is nothing in itself just because it stands in some relation to other 
things. 

A more palatable alternative is to understand the slogan ‘All things are 
relative’ in the light of the corrective gloss at 12. The expression there which in 
order to hedge our bets we have translated ‘All things are relative in appearance’ 
(cf. also 14) is ambiguous between ‘All things appear (to be) relacive’ and ‘All 
things appear relatively." The latter seems greatly preferable. [It much more 
straightforwardly yields the undiscoverability conclusion at 18. It makes the 
claim in I4 that modes 1-7 fall under this heading entirely correct. And it even 
endows the argument at I 5—6 with some prima facie plausibility. If gold appears 
to us as a ‘differentiated’ (= absolute: cf. 29C) thing, that is only in virtue of its 
appearing to us in a certain relation with relative things; and the appearance of 
the nature of gold to us inextricably involves a relation to the genus of metals, 
These then are two ways in which it is unimaginable that one thing’s intrinsic 
nature might strike us entirely in itself and without relativity to other things. 
And although that leads to no ontological conclusion, it does raise a good 
epistemological question, whether one’s grasp of a thing could ever be 
independent of one’s way of perceiving the world in general. 

Mode 9 (J) makes a rather peripheral point: the degree to which things impress 
us is less a function of their nature than of their unfamiliarity to us. Of course, the 
surprisingness and preciousness mentioned there are not properties commonly 
held to be part ofa thing's nature. But we may easily be tempted to infer a thing's 
nature from them, e.g. that a comet is a portent (J 2), or that gold is good (cf. J 3). 

Mode 9 (J) makes a rather peripheral point: the degree to which things impress 
15 scarcely fit this reading. It may be more accurate to say that whereas the first 
nine modes are about the way things naturally appear, the tenth is about conflicts : 
between the various cultural viewpoints which men adopt. These viewpoints are; 
not necessarily themselves offered as a further variety of ‘appearance’, but they 
do at any rate govern the way things appear to us (K 16). k 

According to A 9-10 the ten modes are interrelated as shown in the dia 


relativity of appearances . . . 


maam 


+. to subject - - . to object ... to both 


i 2 3 4 7 10 5 6 8 
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If relativity appears both as the supreme genus and, in mode 8, among the 
species, that is in virtue of the ‘specific’ applications of relativity in I 5-8. Mode 
ro is perhaps che only one that fits the schema less than comfortably: ‘relativity of 
appearances to their (cultural) context? would describe it better. 

The upshort is that all appearances are determined by relativity to factors over 
and above the intrinsic nature of the appearing object, and that there is therefore 
no uncontaminated viewpoint from which the conflicts between chem can be 
arbitrated. Consequently we are compelled to suspend judgement about the 
nature of things. 


Beyond the modes, Aenesidemus seems to have developed a huge battery of 
anti-doctrinaire arguments, the range of which can be just glimpsed from L-N. 
Favourite targets include theories of signs (L 3; 36G 6: cf. 18; 42) and of cause 
(L1, 4.M. N; cf. 55). For further examples of his school’s critiques, cf. 23F, 
36C 6, 40T. 50F, 67B. 

The texts may occasionally give the impression that Acnesidemus was 
arguing for the specifically negative conclusion that the object of inquiry does 
not exist. On closer scrutiny, however, they turn out to divide up as follows. 
Alleged objective things or states of affairs, such as truth, cause, motion, 
generation, nature, god and good, are shown to be beyond our cognition. This 
squares well with the strategy of the ten modes (ic is perhaps the allegedly 
extremist position attacked at 68R), and implies the result that we should 
suspend judgement about whether there are such things, not actively deny them. 
On the other hand, positive epistemological or moral doctrines are apparently 
shown to be false: at L 3 he is reported as concluding that signs do not exist, and at 
L7 that no ethical end exists. 

Despite the frequent tendency of sources to exaggerate the negativity of 
sceptics’ conclusions, it seems not implausible that here the reporting is correct. 
Pyrthonist neutrality is achieved by close attention to the inarbitrabilicy 
principle which underlies the modes. But if a doctrinaire philosopher comes up 
with a second-order doctrine, a theory of signs to provide secure access to the 
hidden nature of things, to react by merely suspending judgement about 
whether there are such signs may seem altogether inadequate to safeguard your 
neutrality. [t is safer to come down firmly against the possibility of learning the 
nature of things — just as all the modes also do, and indeed as Pyrrho himself had 
done, according to Timon (1F). No doubt Aenesidemus felt he could do this 
without committing himself to a knowledge claim, or even assenting to it or 
asserting it as a truth (cf. 71C 6): he could simply say that this is the way things 
appear to him (non-epistemically: see 71 commentary). 

His position on the ‘end’ might be treated similarly. We have already 
tentatively suggested (71 commentary) that he would sce his own end, 
Suspension of judgement, as exempt from his attack on doctrinaire ends in L 7. 

ust, then, as he wants it to appear to us thac things’ natures are undiscoverable, in 
Order that we may be freed of all doctrinaire belief about them, so too he wants it 
9 appear to us that suspension of judgement is the end, precisely in order that we 
may be freed of doctrinaire commitment to any end. 
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The Pyrrhonist revival 


The strategy described above seems to affect all Aenesidemus’ work. There is no 
sign of his following Carneades’ method (see 68; 70) of defending both sides ina 
dispute in order to induce suspension of judgement. [f anything, he seems closer 
to the directly polemical method we have ascribed to Arcesilaus (68 commen- 
tary; cf. especially 68I). All his recorded arguments are one-sided attacks on 
doctrinaire theses. His aim throughout is to show, not that there are two sides to 
every doctrinal issue, but chat there is no basis for contemplating a doctrinal 
stance on any issue in the first place. 

(One part of the evidence which has proved too intractable to cover in this 
book consists of a number of passages linking Aenesidemus doctrinally with the 
views of the Presocratic Heraclitus. Suffice it to say that this may be adequately 
explained as a specifically anti-Stoic campaign on Aenesidemus’ part. Heraclitus 
was regarded by the Stoics as an important forerunner, and it has been plausibly 
suggested that Aenesidemus was trying to embarrass them by developing the 
un-Stoic aspects of Heraclitus’ thought.) 

Apart from the texts excerpted above, there is undoubtedly a good deal of 
Aenesidemus' argumentation embedded in the text of Sextus; at Against the 
professors 8.440 ff. and 9.218 ff. the debt is made explicit. A cardinal feature of 
Aenesidemus’ arguments was clearly the dilemmatic method exemplified at N, 
a method ubiquitous in Sextus’ writings too. 
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GLOSSARY 


Italicized terms are Greek except where Lann (Lat.) is indicated. The references to texts are selective, 
being intended to direct readers only to the primary evidence for each of the terms listed, A fuller set 


of references will be found in che Index of topics. 


accident = swmptéma: 7 

additional premise = prosltpsis: 36 

affinity = otkeion, oikeidsis: 21B—C. 22M: 
also ‘appropnation’ 

agreement = homologia, in agreement = 
homologoumends; 63 

alienation = alloidsis: 57 

ambiguity = amphibolia: 37P-Q 

AN; see “in accordance with nature’ 

analogy = analogia: 15F. 39D, 60D-E 

antecedent cause = pro’goumenon aition: 55F 

appearance = phainomenon: 1H, 71 

appeilative = proségoria: 33M 

appropriate = otkeios, appropriation 
vikeidsis: 57; also ‘affinity’ 

argument = logos: 36-7: also ‘account’, 
‘discourse’, ‘language’, ‘principle’, 
‘rationale’, ‘reason’ 

assent = (moun) sunkatathesis, (verb) 
sunkatatithesthai: 40, 41.4, 53S, 69G-K 

atom = atomas: 8 

attribute = sumbebtkos: 7, 51B 

auxiliary cause = sunergon (aition): 5ST 

attest = epimarturein, attestation = 
¢pimarturésis: 18 


be = huparchein: 34D, 4E, H; also *belong’ 
belong = huparchein: 51B; also ‘be’ 
benefaction = Bphetema: 335 

k = (noun) dpkeleia, (verb) dpkelein: 


blend = krama: 


beh 14C; blending = krasis: 48 


= pneuma: 47, 53 


Ose = prdsis: 33, 55C 
see: = aition (occasionally aitia): 55. 


Changin 
STA, 


cter = diathesis: 47S, 60], L, 61 


: sient meiapiptin (logos): 


choiceworthy = hAatretos: 21, 33), 600 

CN: see ‘contrary to nature’ 

co-affection = swmpatheia: 14A, 15.A, also 
‘interaction’ 

co-climination = sunanaskeu?: 18 

co-fated = sunermarmenos: 558. 62F 

cogmuon = karalépsts, cognitive = 
katal?prikos/kataléptos, cognize = 
katalambancin (also ‘grasp’): 39-41, 68-9, 
7tC 

cohesion = sunartlsis: 35B 

collision = anrikop?: t1 

combination = sunthesis: 1SF, 39D 

commanding-faculty = hégemontkon: 53 

commonly qualified = koinds poios, common 
quality = koinè poiotts: 28 

complete cause = anion autoteles: 551, R, 62C 

concept = ennotma: 17C, 30 

conception = ennota: J9E-F 

conclusion = epiphora, sumperasma: 36 

concomitance = parakolouthtsis: SAQ 
concomitant = parakoloutkoun: 7B 

conditional = sustmmenon: 35A—C 

conflagration = skpurdsis: 46 

conflict (verb) = machesthai: 35 

confrontation = periptSsis: 15F, 39D 

conjunctive (proposition) = sumpeplegmenon: 
35A, D 

consequentiality = akolouthia: 59: also 
‘folowing’ R 

consorution = sustasis: 29F, 57 

contest = antimarturrin, contestation = 
antimartur? sis: 18 

contradictory = anrikeimenon: 34G, 35E 

contrary to nature/CN = para phusin: 58 

convincing = pithanos: 39G, 421-], 68S, 
@D-F, also ‘plaunble’ 

criterion = krit#rion: 17, 40, 70A. 71A; also 
‘discriminatory faculty‘ 

cut = femnain, cutting = omt: 37B, G 
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Glossary 


deduce = swnagein, deduction = sunagdg?, 
deductive = sunaktikos: 36 

define = horizein: also ‘determine’ 

definite = hdrismenos: MH 

definition = horismos: 19, 32 

delineation = tupos: 17E 

demonstration = apodeixis: 36B, 42 

demonstrative reference = deixis: 34H-} 

designing fire = pur technikon: 46A 

determine = horizein: 1G, 71A, C; also 
‘define’ 

development = apogegenntmenon: 208—C 

dialectic = dialektike, dialecncaian = 
dialektikos: 31 

differentiated = kara diephoran: 28M-N, 
29C, 721 

dimension = diast®ma: $1A; also ‘distance’, 
‘interval’ 

disconnexion = diart®sis: 3C 

discourse = logos: 71A—C; also ‘account’, 
‘argument’, ‘language’, ‘principle’, 
‘ranonale’, ‘reason’ 

discnminatory faculty = krif@rion: 15A, 17D; 
also ‘critenon’ 

disjunctive (proposition) = diezengmenon: 
35A, E 

disposed = pds echdn: 29 

dispreferred = apoprotgmenos: 58 

distance = diast?ma: SOF, also ‘dimension’, 
‘interval’ 

disturbance = tarach?, freedom from 
disturbance = ataraxia: IF, 2, 21, 25, 71 

disvalue = apaxia: 58 

division = diairesis: 32C 

doctrine = dogma, doctrinaire = dogmarikos, 
hold doctrines = dogmarizein: 22Q 6. 661- 
J. 68N, 71, 72K 


effect = apotelesma: 55 

element = stoicheion: 47 

elimination = anaskewë: 18, 42G-H, J 

end = telos: 21A—-B, 63-4, TIA 

expertise = techn®: 42 

explanation = sitia: 55A; also 
‘responsibility’, "cause" 

expression = lexis: 37P; also ‘speech’ 

extension / that which has extension = to 
diastaton: 4SE~F, 49E 

extremity = akran; 9-10, 50C 


familiar (to us) = par’ hémin: 18C, G, 42G 

fate = Acimarmen?: 20, 38, 54B, U, S5}~S, 
62, 70G 

feeling = pathos: 17; also ‘passion’ 

figment = phantasma: 30A, C, 39A—B 

focusing = epibol?: 15, 17A-B 

follow (from) = akolouthem, hepesthai. 
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following = akolouthia (also 
‘consequennaliry’): 35, 38, 53T 
fusion = sunchusis: 48C 


good feeling = eupatheia: 65F 

grasp = katalambanein; also ‘cognize’ (q.v.) 
ground-rule = thema: 6H-J 

Growing Argument = auxanomenos logar: 28 


happiness = eudaimonia: 21, 23F, 63 
honourable = kalos; cf. ‘rectitude’ 


image = eid3lon: 15, 23 

impassivity = apatheia: 2F 

impression = phantasia: 15—16, 340, 0A-B 

impressor = phentaston: J9B 

impulse = horn: 331. 53, 57 

in accordance with nature { AN = kata 
pausin: 58 

inarbitrable = anepikritos: IF, 72 

incagnitive = akataléptos: 39—40, 68 

incorporeal = asdmaros: 7B, 14A, 27 

indefinite = gonstos: MH, K 

indemonstrable = snapodeiktos: 36 

indifferent = adiaphoros: 1F, 58 

indiscernible = aparailaktos, indiscernibility 
= aparallaxia: 28O. 40, 42H, 52, 70A 

inferior = phaulos 

in our power = eph’ h&min: 62 

interact = sumpaschein: 45C; interaction = 
sumpatheia: 47L; also ‘co-affecuon’ 

inter-entailment {of virtues) = enzakolowshias 
55D. 61F 

interval = diast?ma: 49B; also ‘dimension’, 
“distance” 

invalid = aperanios: 36 


joining = harma: 48C, 51C 
jomt-cause = sunaition: $51 
juxtaposition = parathesis, 48 


kinetic = en kinesei: 21; also ‘in process’ (see 
‘ process) 


language = logos: 33, 53U; also ‘account’, 
‘argument’, ‘discourse’, ‘principle’, 
‘rationale’, ‘reason’ 

limit = peras: 9-10, 24C, 50C-E 

Lying Argument = psexdomenos (logos): 37 


Master Argument = kurieuðn (logos): 38 

matter = hula: 44 

mind = psuchè: 14, 53 (also ‘soul’); (Lat) 
mens, animus: 14 

minimum œ ¢lackiston: $ 

mode = tropos: 36, 72 

moderation = sdphrosuné: 61 


Mowing Argument = therizin (logos): 31M, 
381 


name-bearer = tunchanon: 19K, 33B 

nature = phusis: 43A; also ‘physique’, 
‘substance’ 

natural philosophy = phusiologia: 25 

oo more = ou mallon: 1F-G, 58A, 71C 

non-contestanion = ouk antimarturbsis: 1B 

non-evident = ad@los: 18, 36B, 68R 

Not-someone Argument = outis {logos}: 30E 


opinion = doxa: 16, 21, 41, 68-9 
outline account = kupographt: 32 


PAN: see ‘primary things in accordance with 
narum’ 

parody = parabolt: 54D, F 

parution = merismos: 32C 

passion = pathos: 65; also ‘feeling’ 

PCN: see ‘primary things contrary to nature’ 

peculiar characterisuc = :dion: 32B=C, E 

peculiarity = idma: 40E 

peculiarly qualified = idids poios, peculiar 
quality = idia porotes: 28 

pervade = ditkein: 44-8 

physique = phusis: 53A—B; also ‘nacure’, 
“substance” 

plausible = pithanos: 37A, Mi; also 
‘convincing’ 

precept = (Lac.) prarceptum: 661~} 

Preconception = prolépsis: 17, 23E, 39E, 
WA. G, R-T 

predicate = katžgorëma: 33, S5A-C 

Pre-evident = prodélos: 36B 

preferred = proegmenoas: 58 

preliminary cause = aition prokatarktikon: 
SSF, I, R 

Premise = imma: 36; see also ‘additional 
premise’ 

Primary things n accordance with nature / 
PAN things = prota kata phusin: $8 

Primary things contrary to nature / PCN 
things = praia para phusin: 58 

Principle = archè: 44; = logos: 46F (sce also 
‘seminal principles’); also ‘account’, 
Jitgumenc’, ‘discourse’. ‘language’. 
mason’, ‘rationale’ 

Printing = iupõsis: 39A, F 

Process = kinësis: 28N. 60] 

= (noun) prokopé, (v rokoptein: 

ge kit (noun) prokop?, (verb) prokop 

Proper function = kath@kon: 59, 66 

Proposition = axidma: 34-5 

Providence = přronoia: 54 

Prudence = phronésis: 21, 61 

Panut = epiedeumata: 26H, 60}, L 


Glossary 


qualified = poios 28: see also ‘peculiarly 
qualified’, ‘commonly qualified’ 

quality = peioré:: 12D, 28; see also ‘peculiar 
quality’, ‘common quality’ 

quiescent (become) = A®suchazrin: 37F, H, S 


rationale = logos; also ‘account’, ‘argument’, 
‘discourse’, ‘language’, ‘principle’, ‘reason’ 

reason = logos: 16A-B, 39E, 53V; also 
‘account’, ‘argument’, ‘language’, 
‘principle’, ‘rationale’ 

reasonable = eulogos: 40F, 42], 59B. 69B 

rectitude = zo kalon (Lat. honestum); cf. 
‘honourable’ 

redundancy = paroik?: 36C 

relative = pros ti: 7D, 29C. 721 

relatively disposed = pros ti pds echdm: 29 

repulsion = aphorm? 

resistance = gnfitupia: 7C., 45F 

responsibility = astia: 20; also ‘cause’, 
‘explanation’ 

revelatory = ckkaluptikos: 36C 

nght action = katerthima: 59K-O, 69B 

room = chdra: 5, 49B 


sayable = lekton: 33 

science, scientific knowledge = epist®mé: 
31B. 41-2, 61D, H 

seen by reason = logõi (or dia logou) theðrëtos: 
11D-E, 23G 

self-evidence = enargeia, self-evident = 
enarg?s: 18A. 40K, 68U 

seminal principles = spermatikot logoi: 46A 

sensation, sense, (sense-)perception = aisthesis: 
1F, 15-16, 39, 40L, N, Q, 43G, H, M. 72D 

sensory recognition = epaisthësis: 16B—C 

sign = smeion: 18C, 35C, 42, SIH. 53T 

signification = sžmainomenon, signifier = 
stmainon: 33 

similanty = homoiorés: 15F, 18F-G, 39D, 
42G-H 

solid body = steremnion: 15-16, 23E 

something = ti: 27 

soul = psuch?: 14, 53; also ‘mind’ 

sound (in logic) = hugits: 3S 

speech = lexis: 33; also ‘expression’ 

spirit = (Lat.) anima: 14 

state = schesis: 28N, 60] 

state of affairs = pragma: 33 

static = katast2matikos: 21 

subconditional = parasuntmmenon: ISA 

subsist = Auphistasthai: 27, SLA 

substance = phusis: SA, D, 7B {aiso ‘nature’, 
‘physique’); = ousia: 28, 44 

subscrate = hupokecimenon: 28 

suppose = kupolambanein, supposition = 
hupolepsis: 42 
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Index of sources 


suspend judgement = eperhzin, suspension of 
judgement = epoch: 1A, 68-9, 71~2 

sustain = sunechein, sustaining power = 
sunckiile? dunemis: 47; sustaining cause = 
sunektikon dition: 55H-1 

swerve = (noun) parenélisis, (verb) 
parenklinein: 11H, 20 


target = skopos: 63-4 

tenor = herir 47, 53A, 60, L 

tention = tonoj, tensile = tonikos: 47]; 
tensiliry = ewronia; 47G 

thoroughly explored = diexõdeumenos: 69E 

through and through = di’ holðn {or di” 
holew): 48 

to-be-taken = pion SBC 

transition = mtetabasis: 23E-F, 39D: also 
“traversal’ y 


INDEX OF SOURCES 


traversal = metabasis: 9A; also ‘transition’ 


undiverted = aperispastos: 69E-F 

unified = hērdmenos, unify = henoun: WM, 
48C 

unsound = mockth@ras: 36 

utterance = phénd: 33, 530 aos 

valid = perentikes. 45 io eee 

value = (noun) axa: 58 

vary (pleasure) = poikillein: 21 

Veiled Argument = otkekaiwatmenos (logos): 
37L 

virtuous = spoudaios 

void = kenon: 5-6, 49 

world = kosmos: 13, HF, 54 

wortd-order = diakosmisis: 44F 

wrong acvon = Aamarttma: 59K-O 
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All passages, unless otherwise indicared, are referred to by their book number. if there is more than 
one book of the work, and by chapter and/or section numbers within the book. tf the book is 
regularly printed with two systems of secon divisions, the smaller section numbers are used, ¢.g. 
Cicero, On ends 1.36 = book 1, smaller section 36. This reference is followed by the equivalent 
notation used in our book. Numbers in square brackets refer to portions of text which appear in 
volume z only. The texts in volume 2 on which our volume ı translations are based follow che 
editorial conventions, bur not necessarily the readings, of the editions listed below (sec further, voL 
2, introductory nate). The following abbreviations are used: OCT = Oxford Classical Text, CAG 


We = 


= Commentaria in Aristotelem Graeca (Berlin 1882-1909). 


agmius, Greek doxographer, c. A.D. 100, His 
text has been conjecturally reconstructed 
aut of later doxographical matenal, 
transmitted under the names of Plutarch, 
Stobseus and others, by H. Dieis, 
Doxographt Graeci (Berlin 1879}, to which 
we refer by chapter and sccuon. 

progem. 2 = 26A; [1.7.37 = 23MJ, 1.7.33 
= 46A: 1.10.5 = 30B; 1.11.6 = 55G; 
1.20.2 = SC, 1.28.4 = 55), 4.3.41 = 14C; 
4.11.1-4 = WE; j4.11.4-5 = SOY); 4.12.17 


me 5 = 39B; 4211-4 = 53H; 4.23.1 = 53M 


ALEXANDER of Aphrodisias. Peripatetic 
philosopher and commentator on Aristotle, 
fl. a.p. 200. References here are to page 
plus line number of the editions cited 
below. 

On Aristorle’s Prior Analytics [in Ar. An. pr., 
M. Wallies, CAG a i, 1883] 

177.25-178,0 = 38F, 190,33-6, 181,25-38 = 
52F; 183,34-184,10 = 38B; 278.11714 = 
+J 

On Aristatle’s Toptes |in Ar. Top., M. Wallies, 
CAG u ii, 1891] 
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18-14 = JID, 42.27-43.23 = 32E; 301,194 
as = 278, 35912-16 = 30D 

On fate [De faio = Far., 1. Brons, CAG 
Supplementum Aristoteliqum u ii, 1892} 

176.14714 = 38H: 141,13-182,20 = 6G; 
185,7-11 = 62H; 192,30-192,28 = 55N; 
196,24-197,3 = 6AM; 199,14-22 = 61N; 
205,24-206,2 = 621; 207,$-21 = 42] 

On mixture [De mixtione = Mix, L Brons 
CAG Supplementum Aristotelim 1 ii, 16924 

216, 14-278,.6 = 4BC; 223,25-16 = WL; 34h 
14-27 = 47I; [224,32]024,1-a(3] = 45H 

On soul n [De anima libri mantissa = Mentise, 
L Brans, CAG Supplementum Aristotelionm . 
u 1887| 

11B,6-8 = 29A; 154,3-9 = 4B £ 

ALEXANDER LYCOPOLIS. Platonist philosopher, 1 
yid cent. A.D. 

Contra Manickarorum opiniones dispwsatis [A 
Brinkmann, Teubner ed., 1895; cited hese, 
by page plus line number] 

19,2-4 = 461 

AmMMonius. Platonist philosopher and 
commentator on Aristotle, sió amd 


1 


A.D. References here are co page plus line 
number of the editions cited below. 

On Aristotle's De interpretatione [In Ar. De int., 
A. Busse, CAG ww v, 1897} 

17,24-8 = 33N; 38,17-20 = 370: 43,{5]o- 
15 = 33K; (44,19-45,7 = 33q]: 
131,{20]2q-j2 = 38 

On Aristotle's Prior analytics [In Ar. An. pr., 
M. Wallis, CAG rv vi, 1899| 

8,20-2 and 9,1-2 = 26E 

ANDRONICUS of Rhodes. Peripatetic 
philosopher, ist cene. B.C., to whom is 
traditionally acribured 

On passions [De passionibus, A. Glibert- 
Thirry, Leiden 1977| 

1 = 65B 

ANONYMOUS Academic treatise (Oxyrhynchus 
Papyrus J008) [P. Oxy. 3008, P. Parsons, 
The Oxyrhynchus Papyri xu. 1973] 

yc 

ANONYMOUS commentary on Plato's 
‘Pheaeterus. Fragmentary papyrus, by 
Academic author of uncertain date [Anon, 
in Plat, Theaet, H. Diels | W. Schubart, 
Berliner Kiassikertexte 2, Berlin 1905] 

4.16.40 = STH: 11.3947 = 19F; 60.48— 
61.46 = 71D; 70.5-26 = 28B 

ANONYMOUS Epicurean treatise on the senses 
(Herculaneum Papyrus 19/698) (W. Scott, 
Fragmento Herculanensia, Oxford 1885] 
cols. 17, 18, 22, 23, 26, 26, ff. 21 = 16C 

ANONYMOUS Epicurean treatise on theology 
(Oxyrhynchus Papyrus 215). Perhaps by 
Epicurus himself. [P. Oxy. 215, B.P. 
Grenfell / A.S. Hunt, The Oxyrhynchus 
Papyri n, Oxford 1889] 

1[3)4-24 = 231 

ANONYMOUS Stoic rreanse (Herculaneum 
Papyrus tozo) [Anon. Stoic. (P, Herc. 
1020), H. von Arnim, Hermes 25, 1890| 

œl 4 + col. = 41D - 

AFULETUS. Roman novelist and Platonist 
Philosopher, 2nd cent. a.D., to whom is 
traditionally artributed 

De interpretatione [De int., P. Thomas, 
Teubner ed., 1908; cited here by page plus 
line number] 

184.16-23 = 36D; 191,5~10[21] = 362 

AmsToczss. Peripatetic philosopher, (?) rst 
aa quoted in extento by Eusebius 

q.v. 
ARUS DIDYMUS. Alexandrian doxographer, 
fe Ist cent. B.C., quoted in extenta by 
Eusebius (q.v.) 
TRENAEUS, Greek author, c. A.D. 200. Wrote 
mormous collection of learned chit-chat 
Over dinner: 


Index of sources 


Deipnosophistae [G. Kaibel, Teubner ed., 
1887} 

2678 = 67Q; 337A = 21; 3546 = 40P, 5406F 
= 21M; s6rc = 670; 5884 = 25F 

AUGUSTINE of Hippo. Bishop, theologian, 
philosopher, saint, A.D. 344-430; wrote in 
Latin. 

Against the Academics [Contra Academitos = 
Acad., W.M. Green, Corpus Christianorum 
xxix, Tumholt 1970] 

2.41 = 68P 

City of God [De civitate dei = Civ. dei, B. 
Dombart/A. Kalb, Corpus Christianorum 
xlvii, Turnholt 1955} 

8.7 = 32F 

AURELIUS, MARCUS. See Index of Philosophers. 
U. Dalfen, Teubner ed., 1979] 

2.14 = 52H; 5.16 = 63K: 8.14 = 61P 


BOETHIUS. Roman philosopher and 
commentator, ¢. A.D. 480-524. 

On Aristotle's De interpretatione (in Ar. De mt., 
K. Meiser, Leipzig 1877-80] 

234,22 = 38C 


CALCDIUS. Christian translator and 
commentator on Plato's Timaews, c. 4th 
cent. a.D. [J.H. Waszink, London and 
Leiden 1962] 

tag = MU: 220 = 53G; 292 = 44D: 293 
= “UE 

curysirpus. See Index of Philosophers. 

Logical questions 1 [Quaestiones logicae m = 
Quaest. log. ut, W. Cronert, Hermes 36 
(1901)], extant only in papyrus fragments 
(Herculaneum Papyrus 307) 

9.7-12 = 37G 

CICERO. Roman orator, statesman and 
philosopher, 106-4} B.C. In the last years 
of his life he wrote an extensive senes of 
books, mainly dialogues, presenting in 
Laon the principal positions of the leading 
Hellenisnc schools, from the professed 
standpoint of a New Academic. Cicero 
was personaily acquainted with some of 
the philosophers co whom he refers, e.g. 
Antiochus, Philo of Larissa, Posidonius. 

Academica | Acad., O. Plasberg, Teubner ed., 
1922}, a confrontation berween Stoic 
epistemalogy and Academic scepticism. 

1.13 = 68B; 1.39 = 45A; 1.40-1 = 40B; 
1.41-2 = 41B; 1.43-6 = 6BA; 2.7-A = 
68S; 2.16 = 68C: 2.19-18 = 68U, 2.21 = 
39C; 2.22 = 40M, 42B; 2.28-9 = 68N; 
2.30-1 = 40N; 2.32 = 68R; 2.36 = 42F; 
2.37-8 = 40: 2.40-1[2] = 70B; 2.57 = 
401, 2.59 = 69F; 2.60 = 68Q; 2.667 = 
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69G; 2.76-7 = 680; 2.77-8 = 40D; 2.78 
= 69H, 2.83-5 = 40); 2.92-6 = 37H; 
2.97 = WL; 2.99-100 = 421; 2.[102]103-4 
= 691; (2.106 = Of]; 2.108 = 69); 2.130 
= 2B, 2.139 = 69L; 2.145 = 41A: 2.148 
= 69K 

On divination [De divinatione = Div., R. 
Giomini, Teubner ed., 1975] 

8.44 = 42C; 182-3 = 42D; 1.117-18 = 
42E; 1.125-56 = 55L; 1.127 = 5$051.132 
= 53}; 2.9-10 = 70F 

On duties [De officiis = Off.. O. Plasberg/W. 
Ax, Teubner ed., 1949] 

1.15 = 59C; 1.46 = 66D; 1.107, 110-81, 
114-17 = 66E; 1.152 = $9C; 2.73 = 67V 

On ends |De finibus bonorum et malorum = 
Fin., T. Schiche, Teubner ed.. 1915| 

[1.20 = 9g]; 1.22 = 19H; 1.29732. 37-9 = 
21A: 1.55 = 21U; 1.66-70 = 220; 2.2 = 
68J, 29-10 = 21Q; 2.43 = 2G. 2.69 = 
210; 3.17, 20-2 = 59D; 3.22 = WF; 
3-24-§ = 64H; 3.27 = 60N: 3.31 = 64A, 
4.32 = 59L; 3.33-4 = 60D: 3.50 = 581; 
3.38-9 = 59F; 3.60-1 = 66G; 3.62-8 = 
S7F, 4.9 = HAI; 4.26-7, 29-30, 32, 39 = 
64K; 4.43 = 2H; 4.78 = 64L; 5.10 = 
68K; 5.16 = 64E; 5.17-(20]21 = 64G 

On fate [De fata = Fat., R. Giomim, Teubner 
ed., 1975] 

7-8 = 55Q; 12-15 = 38E; 20-1 = 38G; 
21-5 = 20E; 26-3) = 70G: 28-30 = 
55S; 37 = 20H: 38 = MC; 39-43 = 62C 

On the nature of the gods (De natura deorum = 
ND, W. Ax, Teubner ed.. 1933] 

1.18-23[24) = 13G; 1.39741 = 54B; 1.43- 
aiso] = 238: 1.[5t}$2-53{56}) = 13H: 
2.12-1§ = 4C; 2.16 = SE; 2.22 = 54G: 
2.23-§, 38-30 = 47C; 2.37-9 = 54H; 2.58 
= SFY; 2.75-6 = 54); 2.88 = S41: 2.93 
= SMM: 2.133 = SMN; 3.43-4 = 70D 

On the orator |De oratore = De or., K. 
Kumaniecki. Teubner cd.. 1969] 

2.157-8 = 31G; 1.80 = 68L 

Republic [De republica = Rep., K. Ziegler. 
Teubner ed., 1969} 

1.34 = 67T; 3.33 = 675 

Topics [Topica = Top., A.S. Wilkins, OCT 
1903] 

ó = SIF 

Tusculan disputations (Tusculense disputationes 
= Tuse., T.W. Dougan / R.M. Henry, 
Cambndge 1905-34] 

341-2 = L; 4.29, 34 = 61D; 4.53 = 
32H; 5.40-1 = 63L; 5.81-2 = 63M; 5.85 
= isos = 21T 

CLEANTHES, See Index of Philosophers. 
Several fragments of his poctry survive: 
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Hymn to Zeus [= Hymn.. J.U. Powell, 
Collectanea Alexandrina, Oxford 1925]. 541 

Other poetic fragments quoted by Clement 
and Epictetus (qq.¥.) 

CLEMENT of Alexandria. Christian bishop and 
philosopher, ff. c. a.D. 200 {O. Stiblin / L. 
Fruchte! / U. Trev, ed. 3, Berlin 1972- | 

Miscellanies [Stromateis = Strom.) 

2.21.129.4-§ = 63J; §.9.58.2 = 67E; 
8.9.26.3-4 = S5C; 3.9.26.5 = 
330;8.9.30.1-3 =§5D; 8.9.33.1-9 ™ SSE 

Protrepticus {Protr.} 

6.72.2 = Q 

The teacher [Paidagogos = Paid.] 

1.8.63.1-2 = 60I 

CLEOMEDES. Greek writer on astronomy, 

and cent. A.D. 

De motu circulari corporum caelestium [H. 
Ziegler, Teubner ed., 1891; cited here by 
page plus line number| 

S&.tI-17 = 49G; 810-14 = 49C; 10,a4-12,5 
= 49H j 

bexirpus. Greek commentator on Aristotle, 
who may be identical with the Jrd cent. 
A.D. sophist and statesman of che same 
name. 

On Aristotle's Categories [In Ar. Cat., A. 
Busse, CAG tv iii, 1888; cited here by 
page + line number] 

30.206 = 28) 

DtO CHAYSOSTOM. Greek orator and Cynic 
philosopher, mid-ıst to early and cent. 
A.D. [G. de Budé, Teubner cd., 1915-19] 
36.20 = 67} 

DIOGENES LAERTTUS. Compiler of lives and 
doctrines of Greek philosophers, probably 
early jrd cent. a.D. {H.S. Long, OCT, 
1964]. Book 7 provides an extensive 
survey of Stoicism, and book 10 of 
Epicureanism. 

2.107 = 3D; 4.28 = 68D; 4.32-3 = 68B; 
442 = 3Ẹ; 5.11 > 3G; 7.15 = JF; 7.33 
= 62£; 7.25 = 31M; 7.32-3 = 67B; 
7-39-41 = 26B; 7.41-5 = SIA: 7.4 " 
37C: 7.46 = 40C; 7.46-8 = 31B: 7.49 ™ 
33D: 7.4951 = WA; 7.52 = WP. Q 
7-5] = 39D, 60C; 7.54 = 40A: 7.55-6 © 
33H: 7.57 = 33A; 7.58 = 33M; 7.601 " 
WC; 7.60-2 = 32C; 7.62 = 37P: 7-6) ™ 
33F; 7.64 = 33G; 7.65 = MA, E: 7.69- A 
= 34K: 7.71-4 = 35A; 7.75 = 38D., $ 
37M: 7.7681 = 3A; 7.82 = 37D; 7-89 
= MC; 7.84 = 56A; 7.85-6 = STA 75, 
= 59]; 7.89 = 61A; 7.91 = 61K; 7.101 
= 600; 7.101-3 = SBA; (7-103 = Sab 
7.104-5 = 58B; 7.107 = [58m], 9C 


7.1089 = 59E; 7.115 = 65F; 7.121-2 = 
67M; 7.124 = 67P; 7.127 = 611; [7.128 
= 640), 7.130 = 66H: 7.13: = 67U. 
7.132 = 43B; 7.134 = WB; 7.135 = 45E, 
50E; 7.135-6 = 46B; 7.136-7 = 47B: 
7.138-9 = 470; 7.137[-8] = 44F, 7.141 
= 46), 7.142 = 4C; 7.143 = 53X; 7.147 
= 54A; 7.148-9 = A: 7.150-1 = 50B; 
7151 = 4BA; 7.157 = 53N: 7.160 = 
58G; 7.160-1 = 31N; (7.165 = 581}; 7.171 
= 69C; 7.177 = 40F; 7.180 = 31Q: 
7182-4 = WO; 7.187 = 37R: 7.192-8 = 
37B; 7.199-200 = JA; 8.48 = 32A; 9.23 
= JH; 9.25 = 3h. 9.40 = Yi 9.60 = 1E; 
9.6t-2 = 1A; 9.63-4 = 1B: 9.64 = 2C; 
9.65 = 2D; 9.66-7 = 1C; 9.76 = 1G: 
9.78 = 71B: 9.104-5 = 1H; 9.106-7 = 
TIA; 9.411 = 3A; 10.2 = 3K; 10.6 = 
235G; 10,22 = 24D; 10.31 = 17A, 19%: 
1038-2 = 16B; 10.32 = 15F; 10.33 = 
17E; 10.34 = 18B, 19); 10.117-20 = 
22Q; 10.121 = 21K: 10.136-7 = 21R 

DIOGENES OF OENOANDA. Epicurean 
philosopher who had his works inscribed 
on stone in a public colonnade in central 
Turkey, and cent. a.D. 

Fragments (C.W. Chilton, Teubner ed., 
1967] 

[7.-1-4-2.11 = 1S gf: 10.2.61-$.15 = 19C; 
25.2.3-18 = 22P; 26.1.2-3.8 = 21P; 
32.0.14-}.14 = 20G; 38.1.8-3.14 = 21V 

New fragments 1-4 [M.F. Smith, AJA 74 
(1970)]; new fragments 5~16 [M.F. Smith. 
AJA 75 (1978)| 

[t.2.7-3.14 = ISgh 5.3.3-14 = 15E; 21.1.4- 
14, 210-14 = 225 

DIOGENIANUS. Critic of Chrysippus with 
Epicurean leanings, quoted in extenso by 
Eusebius (q.v.) 


Grcterus. See Index of Philosophers [H. 
Schenkl, Teubner ed., 1916]. 

Discourses {Dissertationes = Diss.) 

1.0.9-12 = 62K; 1.6.12-22 = 63E; 1.71 = 
IJ; 1.7.2-5, 10 © JR; 1.7.10-22 = 37); 
14.12.201 = 65V: 1.17.78 = JS: 1.22.1- 
3.910 = 40S; 2.6.9 = 58): 2.10.1-12 = 
59Q; 2.19.1-5 = JBA; 2.23.44-6 = UT: 
3.2.1-5 = $6C; 3.3.2-4 = 60F; 4.8.12 = 
31]: 4.12.15-19 = 66F; fr.g = 65Y 

Monual [Enchiridion = Ench.) 

5 = 65U; 5) = 62B 

rcuwus. See Index af Philosophers. The 
following works are preserved in Diogenes 
Laertius (q.v.) book 10 whose chapter 
numbers are used in citations from them: 

Letter to Herodorus (Ep. Hdt.|, epitome on 
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physics 

37-8 = 17C; 38-9 = 4A; 39-40 = 5A; 40- 
1 = BA; 41-2 = 10A; 42-) = 12B; 43-4 
= 11A; 45 = LSA; 46-7 = 11D; 46-53 
= 15A; 54-5 = 12D; 55-6 = 124A; 56-9 
= 9A; Go = 10C; 61-2 = 11E; 63-7 = 
14A; 68-73 = 7B: 73-4 = 13C; 75-6 = 
19A; 76-7 = 23C; 82 = 17D 

Letter to Pythocles [Ep. Pyth.|, epitome on 
celestial phenomena 

85-8 = IBC, 88 = 13B 

Letter to Menoeceus [Ep. Men.], epitome on 
ethics 

122 = 25A; 123-4 = 23B; 124-7 = HMA: 
127-32 = 21B: 133-4 = 20A; 135 = 237 

Two anthologies of individually numbered 
maxims are also extant: 

Key doctrines {Ratae sententiae = RS, in 
Diogenes Laertius 10.13954} 

1 = 25E4 [and 236G, vol. 2|; j-4 = 2C: 7 
= 22C 1; 8-10 = 21D; 11-13 = 259: 17 
= 22B3; 18 = 23£1; 19-23; = 24C; 23 
= 16D; 24 = 17B; 25 = 21E2; 17-8 = 
22E; jo = 21E3; 31-5 = RA: 36-7 = 
22B 1-2; 40 = 22C2 

Vatican sayings [Sententiae Vaticanae = SV, P. 
von der Mihil, Teubner ed. of Epicurus, 
1922] 

17 = 21F 1,21 = 21F 2; 23 = 22F 1,25 = 
2Z1F 3; 27 = 251r; 28 = 22F2; 29 = 
D1. 31 = UB; 33 = UGI 34 = 
2F3: 39 = 22F 4; 40 = 20D; 41 = 2512, 
42 = 21G2: 45 = 25E; şı = 21G3; 52 
= 22F5: 54 = 25D2: 58 = 22D1; 59 = 
21G ¢ 63 = 21H 1; 66 = 22F6; 70 = 
2D2,71 = 21H2; 73 = 21H3; 78 = 
2F7, 79 = 22D3; 81 = 21H 

There are also papyrus fragments of Epicurus' 
37-book magnum opus On nature { Nat., G. 
Arrighetn, Epicuro, opere, ed. 2, Turin 
1973] 

31.10.2-12 = 19D: 31.13.23-14.12 = 198; 
3421-2 = 20B; 34.25.21-34 = 20h: 
34.26-30 = 20C 


EROTIANUS. Greek grammarian, late st cent. 
ALD. 

Vocum Hippocraticarum conlertio (J. Klein, 
Leipzig 1865; ated here by page plus tine 
number| 

34.10-20 = 19G 

Busestus. Bishop, theologian, historian, c. 
A.D. 260-340 

Evangelical preparation | Praeparatio evangetica 
= Pr. ev., K. Mras. Berlin 1954-6] 

4.3.1 = 55P; 6.8.25-9 = 62F; 14.6.4-6 = 
GBF, 14.6.12-13 = 68G; 14.18.1-5 = IF, 
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14.18.17 = 2A; 14.18.19 = 2B; 14.18.28 
= 3B; 1s.t4.i = 45G; 15.14.2 = 46G; 
15.1535 = GFL; 15.18.23 = 46K: 15.19.1— 
2 = 52D; 15.20.6 = 53W 


GALEN. Greek doctor and philosopher, later 
and cent. A.D. 

On the best teaching [De optima doctrina = 
Opr. doctr., 1 Marquardt, Scripta minora [, 
Teubner ed., 1884] 

1 = 68V 

On Hippocrates’ and Plato's doctrines [De plactus 
Hippocrans et Platonis = Piac., P. De Lacy, 
Corpus medicorum Graecorum v.4.1-2, Berlin 
1978-80} 

2.2.0-11 œ 34); 2.3.28-19 = 36H; 2.5.9-13 
= §3U; 3.1.25 = 6SH; 4.2.1-4 = 65D: 
$-3.10-18 = 65); 4.3.2-5 = 65K: 4.5.21- 
s[6] = 65L; 4.6.2-3 = 65T: 4.7.12-17 = 
650: 4.7.24-41 = 65P; 5.2.3-7 = 65R: 
$-2.49. 5.31 = 53V; 5.3.8 = 47H; 5.5.8- 
26 = 65M; 5.6.1014 = 64l; 5.6.18-19 = 
GSN; 5.5.22 = 65Q; 5.6.34-7 = 651; 
7.1,[t0]12-15 = 29E 

On Hippocrates’ Epidemics VI [In Hippocratis 
Epidemica Vi = In Hipp. Ep. VI. E. 
Wenkebach/F, Pfa. Corpus medicorum 
Graecorum V 10.2.2, Berlin 1956: ated here 
by page plus line number} 

270,26—K = 53E 

On linguistic sophisms |De sophismatis penes 
dictionem = Soph.. C. Gabler, Rostock 
1903] 

4 = 37Q 

Against Lycus [Adversus Lycum = Adv. Lye., 
E. Wenkebach, Corpus Medicorum 
Graecorum ¥.10.3, Berlin 1951| 

3 = RG 

On medical experience (Med. exp., R. Walzer, 
Oxford 1944|: extant only in Arabic. 

16.1-17.3 = JTE 

On natural faculties |De naturalibus facultatibus 
= Nat. fac., G. Helmreich, Scripta minora 
m, Teubner ed., 1893; cited here by page 
plus line number] 

106,13-17 = 47E 

On sustaining causes [De causis continentibus = 

Caus, cont., M.C. Lyons, K. Kalbfleisch, J. 
Kollesch, D. Nickel, G. Strohmaier. 
Corpus medicorum Gratcorum, Suppl. 
orientale n, Berlin 1969]: extant only in 
Arabic and Laun translations. 

-1-2.4 = 55F 

The remaining works are cued by volume, 
page and linc number from the edition of 
K.G. Kühn {Leipzig 1821-33): 

On bodily mass [De plenitudine = Plen.| 


7.$25.[7]9-14] + $27,13-16] = 47F 

On the differences in pulses [De differentia 
pulsuum = Diff. puls.] 

8.674,13-14 = 49D 

On the formation of the foetus [De foetus 
formatione = Foet.| 

4.698,2-9 = 53D 

On incorporeal qualities (De qualitatibus 
incarporeis = Qual. ine.) 

19.464,10-14 = 49E; 19.483,13-16 = 45F 

Medical definitions | Definitiones medicae = Def. 
med.| 

19.348,17-349.4 = 32D 

Medical introduction |Intraductio sive medicus = 
Intr.) 

14.726,7-11 = 47N 

On medical method [De methodo medendi = 
Meth. med.) 

10.1$5.1-8 = 27G 

On muscular movement |De musculorum motu = 
Musc, mot.} 

4-402,12-403,10 = 47K 

Synopsis of the books on pulses (Synopsis 
librarum de pulsibus = Syn. puls.] 

9.458.8-14 = 55H 

GELLIUS, AULUS, €. A.D. 130-80. Roman 
auchor of a learned anthology 

Noctes Atticae {P.K. Marshall, OCT, 1968] 

7L = MQ; 7.2.3 = 55K; 7.2.6-13 = 
62D; 11.12.1-3 = 37N; 16.8.10-11 = 
35D; 16.8.12-14 = JSE; 19.1.17-18 = 
65Y 


HIEROCLES. Stoic philosopher, f, c. A.D. 100 

Elements of ethics |H. von Arnim. Berliner 
Klassikertexie 4, Berlin 1906]: papyrus 
fragments. 

1.§-33 = 53B; t.34-9, $177, 21-9 = 57C; 
4-38-53 = 53B; 9.3-10, 11.14-18 = 57D 

Other fragments quoted in extenso by 
Stobacus (q.¥.) 

uipPoyTus. Roman bishop, late and to eatly 
3rd cent. A.D. 

Refutation of all heresies | Refutatio omninm — 
haeresium = Haer., P. Wendland, Leipzig 
1916] 

L2t = 62A 


tamaucuus. Platonist philosopher, c- A-D. 
250-325, quored by Stobaeus (q.¥.) 


LacTaNTtus. Author of numerous theologal 
works in Larin, c. A.D. 240-320 

On the anger of God [De ira dei, S. Brandt/G. 
Laubmann, Vienna t893] 

13.9-10 = 4R 

Divine institutes {Divinae institutiones ™ Die. 


inst., 5. Brandt, Vienna 1890] 
§.14.3-5 = 68M; 7.23 = 52B 
Lucian. Greek sacirist, 2nd cent. a.p. 
Philosophers for sale [Vitarum aucto = Vit. 

auct., M.D. MacLeod, OCT, 1974] 

22 = yL 

Lucrenus Early to mid-tst cent. B.C. Roman 
author of didactic poem on Epicurean 
physics 

De rerum natura |C. Bailey, Oxford 1947] 

1.159-73 = 4B; 1.225-37 = 4C; 1.334- 

goj97}] = 6A; 1.419-44 = SB; 1.445-82 

= 7A: 1.503-98 = 8B; 1.599634 = 9C: 

1,(665]670-71 = 4D; 1.746-52 = 9B; 

1.95897 = 10B; 2.1-61 = 21W; 2.80- 

12g = 11B; 2.14264 = HC; 2.216-50 = 

WH: 2.251-93; = 20F; [2.303-77 = 4}, 

2.381-407 5 1232F; 2.478531 = 12C: 

2.730833 = WE; 2.1052-1104 = 13D: 

3.136-76 = 14B; 3.[258]262-322 = 14D; 

[3350—69 = 14j]; 3.417-62 = 14F; 3.624- 

33 = MG: 3.806-29 = 14H; 3.830-911 = 

HE; 3.966-102] = HF; 3.1087-94 = 

AG; 4.230-8 = 15B: 4.25668 = 15C: 

4-353—63 = 16G: 4.(364]379-86 = 16H; 

4469-521 = 16A; 4.622-33 = 215; 

4722-422 = 15D; 4.823-37 = 13E 

4-877-91 = 14E; 5.146-55 = 23L; 5.156- 

234 = 13F; 5.509-33 = 18D: 5.837-77 = 

131; 5.925-34. 953-61 = 22); $.1011-27 = 

22K; §.1028-90 = 19B; 5.1 105-57 = 22L; 

$.1161—1225 = 23A; 6.1-28 = 21X; 6.68- 

79 = 23D: 6.703-11 = 18E 


MARCIAN. Roman jurist, jrd cent. A.D. [T. 
Mommsen / P. Krüger, Corpus iuris civilis 

» Led. rt, Berlin 1908] 

t= 67R 


NEMESIUS, Bishop and Platonist philosopher. 
fl. c. A.D. 400 

De natura hominis [C.F. Matthaei, Halle 1802; 
cred bere by page plus line number| 

76-714 = 47}; 78,.7-79,2 = 45C; 816-10 
= 45D, 164,15-18 = 47D: 212,69 = 
531; 291,1-6{8] = 530; 309.5-311,2 = 
52C 


NUmMeNtUsS, Platonist philosopher, and cent. 
A-D., quoted in extenso by Eusebius (g.v.) 


OLYMmoDoRuUS. Platonist philosopher and 
commentator, 6th cent. A.D. 

On Plato's Gorgiat [in Plat. Gorg., L.G. 
Westerink, Teubner ed.. 1970} 

^R = QA 

OMCEN. Christian theologian and philosopher, 
early ard cent, a.D. 
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, Against Celsus (Contra Celsum = Cels., M. 


Borret, Paris 1967—76] 

1.24 = 32); 4.t4 = 46H; 4.68, 5.20 = 526; 
7-15 = 36F 

On principles {De principiis = Prine., P. 
Koctschau, Leipzig 1913| 

3.1.2-3 = 53Å 


eLo of Alexandria. Jewish exegete of the 
Old Testament, with Platonic and Stoic 
leanings, c. 30 8.c.-a.b. 45 [L. Cohn / P, 
Wendland j S. Reiter, 1896-1930] 

Allegories of the laws (Leg. atteg.| 

1.30 = 53P; 222-3 = 47P 

On the cherubim (Cher.] 

ta-15 = 59H 

God's immutability (Quod deus sit immutabilis] 

35-6 = 47Q 

On the indestructibility of the world |De 
aeternitate mundi = Ari. mundi| 

(47]48[—s1| = 28P; 52, 54 = 52A; 76-7 = 
46P. 90 = 46M 

Questions and answers on Genesis (Quaestiones 
et solutiones m Genesim|: extant only in 
Armenian, 

2.4 = 47R 

On every virtuous man's being free [Quod omnis 
probus liber sit] 

97 = 67N 

PHILODEMUS. Epicurean philosopher, rst cent. 
s.c, Extensive papyrus remains of his 
works were found at Herculaneum. 

On piety |Piet.. T. Gomperz, Leipzig 1866] 

112.{2]s-12[18} = BH 
On signs [De signis = Sign., P. and E. De 
Lacy, Philodemus, On methods of inference. 
ed. 2, Naples 1978] 

1,2-4.13 = 42G; 6.1-14 = 42H; 726-38 = 
42]; 11.32-12.31 = 18F; 34.29-36.17 = 
186G 

Against the sophists | Adversus sophistas, F. 
Sbordone, Naples 1947] 

4.9.14 = 25) 

PHonUs. Patriarch of Constantinople. gth 
cent. A.D. 

Library [Bibliotheca = Bibl., R. Henry, Paris 
1939-74] 

169b18-170b3 = 71C; 170b3-345 = NL 

PLOMNUS. Platonist philosopher and author of 
Enneads, A.D. 205-70 [P. Henry / H.R. 
Schwyzer, OCT, 1964-82] 

[2.4.1. = 44g] 

PLUTARCH. Greek biographer and Platonist 
philosopher, later tst to early and cent. 
A.D. Our citations, as in all editions, refer 
to page and letter divisions in the edition 
of Stephanus (1572). 
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Agaiast Colotes (Adveruis Calotem = Col]: 
anti-Epicutean work 

[ttegalrroge~e = 161; trta“ 22H; 1119F 
= 19%: aoc, 1p21e-1t22A = 68H, 
D22- = 69A. 1124p = AR 

On common conceptions [De communibus notitiis 
contra Sicicas = Comm. nol.. H. Cherniss, 
Loeb ed., Plutarch's Moralia xm: 2, 
Cambridge Mass. 2nd London 1976}: an 
attempt to show that the Stoics flour the 
common canceptions which they 
themselves proclaim as criteria of truth; 
draws heavily on earlier Academic attacks. 

oset = 40G; s90 = 37I, ro60a = 
40R; roGre = 631; 106284 = 61U; 19634-5 
= 61T. 10674 = 46N; to6gE = 594; 
1070F-1071E = MC, t0o716F = HD; 
1075D = 46L; ;075E = 54K; ioyóå = 
61}, 1077C- = 280, 10787 = 4E; 
1O78E = 49B: 10786-080108] aj = 
50C; ro8te-rob2a = S1C; 1084A—1084A 
= 284A; 1084c-0 = 516G; robr roBsA = 
IF; 1obsc-p = 47G 

Against Epicurean happiness [Contra Epicuri 
beatitudinem = Contra Ep. beat., M. 
Pohlenz ; R. Westman, Teubner ed., 1959} 

lofon = 21N; 10912 = 23K; 1ogsc = 
25H; 10974 = 22G 

On exile {De exilio, W.R. Pacon{M. Pohlenz/ 
W. Sieveking, Teubner ed.. i929] 

ww = 67H 

Om the fortune of Alexander |De Alexandri 
magni fortuna aut virtute = Alex fort, W. 
Nachstade / W. Sieveking } ). Titchener, 
Teubner ed., 1925] 

J2ga-# = 67A 

On listening ro poetry [De audiendis poetis, 
W.R. Paton / I. Wegehaupe, Teubner ed., 
1935] 

nD = 670 

On moral progress [De profectibus in virtute = 
Prof., W.R. Paton | L Wegehaupe | H. 
Gartner, Teubner ed., cd. 2, 1974] 

75c = 61S 

On moral virtue [De vinute morali = Virt. 
mor., WR. Paton } M, Pohlenz | W. 
Steveking, Teubner ed., 1939] 

440E-441D = 61B; 44647A = 65G 

On the principle of coid [De prime frigido = 
Prim. frig., C. Hubert | M. Pohlenz, 
Leipzig 1955) 

949D-E, 9490 = 47T 

On Stoic seif-contradictions (De Stoicorum 
repugnantiis = St. rep., H. Chemin, Loeb 
ed., Placarch’s Maralia xit:2, Cambridge 
Mass. and London 1976] 

19}j;C-B = 67K; 10343 = 66B, 67C; 

cee , 
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10342-6 = GIC; 10346 = SIL: 10354 3 
26C; rosc = GDA; 103510773 = 
HP; 1037F = $3R; 1034s = 57E; 10398 
= 610: roge = 60B; 1041F = 66A; 
lag2a = 63H; rozé = GOR: t0440 = 
MO: 1o44 iosa = 67E; 1ogde-k = GAR; 
ro47a—8 = MH; tog8a = SRH; 105080 
= 54T; rosole-jp, 10511-6 = GIR, 
toşiB—t = 548; Joszc-p = 46E; 10538 
= 46F; r053ļc-)o = 53C; 105310548 5 
47M; togge = 49; rosae 10554] = 
29D, ros6s—c = SSR: togse- = 4E; 
sos7a = 538: 10574-8 = 41F 

POLYSTRATUS. See Index of Philosophers, 

On irrational contempt (Dr contemptu, G. 
Indelli, Napies 1974], extant only in 
papyrus fragments 

23.16-24.23 = TD 

vorrHyry, Platonist philosopher, 
commentator, vegetarian, pupil of 
Plotinus: jrd cent. A.D. 

On abstinence |De abstinentia = Abst., J, 
Bouffarngue / M. Patillon, Pans 1977-9] 

L.7..p.4 = 22M; 1.10.1-12.6/7] = 22N; 
Lgne-gsz.r = 2t); 3.20.1, 3 = WP 

To Marcella [Ad Marcellem, A. Nauck, 
Teubner ed., Opurcuia electa, Leipzig 1886] 

yr = 25C 

paocius. Placonist philosepher and 
commentator. c, 4.0. 410—485 

On Euclid’s Elements I {in Eacl. El. I, G. 
Friediein, Teubner ed.. 1473; cited here by 
page plus lipe number] 
89,15-¢8}21| = 50D; 395,13-18[27] = 
50G 


On Plato's Timaeus {in Plat, Tim., E. Diehl, 
Teubner ed., 1903-6; cited here by page 
plus fine number| 

271D = 5IP 


SCHOLIA ON DIONYSIUS THRAX. Anonymo 
notes on the grammatical writings of the 
and-—cent. #.c. grammiarian [Schot. Dior. 
Thra., A. Hilgard, Grammatici Graeci 1.3, 
Leipzig 1901; cited here by page plas line 
number} 

107,5-7 = 32B; 250,24-8 = IL 

SCHOLIA ON EMCURUS. Anonymous 
annotations on Epicucus’ works (q9-7-) 
which have accidentally become 
incorporated in the text of Diogens 
Lacrtius (q.¥.} 

On Letter to Herodotus 

[66 = 143] 

Om Key doctrines 

1 = 2G: 29 = 211 

SENECA. Turor and political adviser to Nero 


4 


Stoic, Latin essayist, cragedian, c. A.D. 
I-65 

On anger [De ira, L.D. Reynolds, OCT 1977] 

2p.1-2, 4 = 65X 

On leisure (De orio, L.D. Reynolds, OCT, 
1977] 

4r = 67K 

Letter(s} (Ad Lucilium epistulae morales = Ep., 
L.D. Reynolds, OCT 1965] 

9.16 = 460; 19.10 = 221; 58.13-15 = 27A; 
65.2 = 55E; 76.9-10 = 63D; 88.25-8 = 
26F; 9.4-5 = 26G; 89.14 = 56B; 90.5-7, 
ti-t2 = 67Y; 92.3 = 63F; [92.5 = 64m}; 
92.11-13 = G4J; 94.2. 31, so-1 = 66l; 
Q§.10-12, 61, 63-4 = 66], 113.2 = 29B; 
113.23 = 53L; 113.24 = 61E;, 115.5 = 
éC; 117.2[-1) = 608. 117.13 = BE: 
120.3-5, 8-11 = 60E; 121.6-15 = 57B; 
121.10 = 29F; 124.13-14 = 60H 

Natural questions {Naturales quaestiones = NQ, 
A. Gercke, Teubner ed., Leipzig 1907| 

7.32.2 = 1K 

SEXTUS EMPIRIC. Scepncal philosopher. who 
presents and criticizes a vast array of 
Hellenistic philosophers’ theories, ind cent. 
a-d. [H. Mucchmann / J. Mau, Teubner 
ed., 1912-44] 

Outlines of Pyrrhonism [Pyrrkonece hypotyposes 
ʻa PHI 

139 = 72A; 1.40-61 = T25; 1.69 = 36E: 
17991 = 72C; 1.91-8 = 72D; 1.100-13 
= ME; 1.118-20 = 72F; 1.124-8 = 72G; 
t2932 = 72H: 1135—40 = TA; tate 
= 2J: 1.145-63 = 72K: 1.180-5 = 72M: 
1.232-4 = 681; 1.235 = 68T; 2.81-3 = 
33P; 2.104-6 = 35C; 2.110-13 = 35B; 
2.135-43 = 36B; 2.229-35 = JTA; 3.247- 
$ = 67G 

Against the professors {Adversus mathemaricoi = 


1.17 = 27C; 1.305 = 2D; 2.7 = ME; [3.1-2 
= UU, (6.66 = Sm} 7.19 = 26D: 7.87-8 
= 1D; 7.151-7 = 41C; 7.158 = 69B; 
7-150965 = JOA; 7.166-75 = 69D; 7.176- 
fg = 69E; 7.[203]206-t0 = 16E; 7.211-16 
= 186A; 7.234 = 53F; 7.2426 = 39G: 
7-46 = WP, 7.247-52 = WE; 7.25360 
= 40K:7.402-10 = 40H; 7.416 = 37F; 
7.424 = 4L; 8.11-12 = 33B; 8.63(-64] 
= 16F; 8.70 = 33C; 4.74 = MB: 8.85—6 
= MD: 3.588-90 = 34G; 8.93-8 = MH; 
8.100 = 34I; 8.103 = MF; 8.229-37 = 
MG; 8.254-5 = 51H; 8.263 = 45B, 
8.275-6 = 53T; 8.{357]9312-332a = 49T. 
8.409[-10} = 27E; 8.420534, 440-3 = 
MC; 9.f4al43-7 = 23F: 9.57 = 3C: 9.75- 
6 = MC: 9.104, 108-10 = 54F; 9.133-6 
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= 54D; 9.139-41 = TOC; 9.1824 = FO 

9.211 = 55B; 9.237-40 = 72N; 9.332 = 

444; 10.2 = 5D; 103-4 = 49B: (1085-6, 

97, 118-20 = 148]; 10.121-6, 179-42 = 

SOF, (10.197 = 3m); 10.218 = 27D: 
10.219-27 = 7C; 11.1 = 2D; 118-11 = 
Ji: 11.19720 = 2E; 11.22-6 = 8G; 
LL47 = 58F; 11.140 = 16 11.164 = 
2J; 11.[t68-]169 = 25K: 11.200-1 = 59G 

simPLICIUS. Platonist philosopher and 
commentator on Aristotle, 6th cent, A.D. 
References here are to page plus line 
number of the editions cited below, 

On Aristotle's Categories [In Ar. Cat., K. 
Kalbfletsch, CAG vm, 1907] 

24,[9}33-20[21] = 37S; 4811-16 = 29E; 
66.32-67,2 = 27F, 105,[7}8-16[20] = 30E; 
[165,32]166.15-29 = 29C; 212,12-213,1 = 
28N; 214,24-37 = 28M; [217.215 = 
29g); 217,32-218,1 = 2BL; 222,103 = 
28H; 237.25-238,20 = 478; 271,20-3 = 
28K; 350,[ta]ts-16 = SA 

On Aristotle's On the heavens {In Ar. De caelo, 
J-L. Heiberg, CAG vn, 1894} 

284,28-285,2 = 49F 

On Aristotle's Physics [in Ar. Phys., H. Diets, 
CAG ix-x. 1882-5] 

371.[27)33-372.16 = 139; [(732,26-733.1 = 
52i]; 886.12-56 = 52E:934,[18j23-30 = 
11G; 938.17-22 = 11Ẹ; (299,36-1400,10 
= 37K 

On Aristotle's On soul [in Ar. De an., M. 
Hayduck, CAG x1, 1882] 

217,36-218,2 = 28I 

stosagus. Greek anthologist. probably sth 
cent. a.D. (C. Wachsmuth / O. Hemse, 
Berlin 1884—1913; cited here by volume, 
page and line number of the 1974 reprint]. 
All our excerpts are from sections 
containing Stoic doxography. 

1.79,1-12 = 55M, 1.105,8-16 = SID; 
1.105,27-106,4 = 51E; 1.106,5-23 = 51B; 
1.129,2-190,13 = 47A; [1.032,27-133,00 
+ 133.18-23 = 28q); 1.136,.21-137.6 = 
WA; 1.138,14-139,.6 = 55A: 1.143,26 = 
SOA; isss- = 48D; 1.161,8-26 = 
AIA; 1.166,.4-22 = 49], 1.213,15-21 = 
46D; 1.367,.17-22 = 28F, 1.368,12-10 = 
53K; 1.177,21-179.17 = BD: 2.22,12-15 
= HK; 2.48.5-25 = SOR: 2.59,4-00,2, 
60.9-24 = 61H; 2.63.6-24 = 61D; 
2.63,25-64,12 = 63G; 2.65,8 = 4IL; 
2.66,14-67,4 = 61G; 2.67,5-12 = 26H; 
2.68,18-23 = 41%; 2.70,21-71,4[6] = 6OL; 
2.71,15~72,6 = 60M; 2.73.1-12[15} = 60; 
2.73,16-74,3 = 4H; 2.75,11-76,8 = 63B; 
2.76,9-1§ = 58K; 2.77,16-27 = 634; 
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2.79,18-80,13, 82,20-1 = SBC; 2.83.10- 
84,2 = 58D; 2.84,18-85,11 = SBE: 
2.85,13-86.4 = 59B; 2.86.17-87.6 = 53Q; 
2.88,2-6 = 335; 2.88.8-90.6 = 65A: 
2.88,22~89,] = 65C; 2.90.19¢-01.9 = 65E; 
2.931-13 = 655; 1.93,14-18 = 59K; 
2.96.58-97,5[14] = 59M; 2.97,15-98,6 = 
33); 2.99.3-8 = S9N; 2.101,21-102,3 = 
OOP; 2.103,14-17 = 671; 2.109,10-110,4 = 
67W, 2.111,19-112,8 = 41G; 2.113,18-23 
= 590); 2.115,5-17 = 65W; ¢.671,7- 
673,11 = 57G; 5.906,18-907,5 = 591 
SYRIANUS. Platonist philosopher and 


Collections of fragments 


commentator on Aristotie, ¢th-sth cent. A.D. 
On Aristotle's Metaphysics (In Ar. Met., G. 
Kroll, CAG vt i, 1902; cited here by page 
plus line number} 
28,1819 = 28G; 104.17-21(23] = 30G; 
105,21-5 = WH 


TAEMISTTUS. Greek orator and commentator 
on Aristode, 4th cent. A.D. 

On Aristotle's Physics [In Ar. Phys., H. 
Schenkl, CAG v ii; cited here by page plus 
line number} 

104,9-19 = 48F f 


] 
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A good many of the texts translated in this volume also appear in at least one other published 
collection of fragments. We have not systematically tried ta cross-refer to these collections, 
except for the following works. (Even with these we often omit the cross-reference if the 


coincidence is only partial.) 


In some cases an editor or work is named: 


Caizzi = F. Decleva Caizzi, Pironne, 
testimomanze (Naples 1981) 

FDS = K, Hitler, Die Fragmente zut 
Dialektik der Stoischer (forthcoming; cited 
in vol. 2 only) 

Giannantoni = G. Giannantoni, Socraticorum 
reliquiae (Naples t983} 

SVF = H. von Amim, Stoicorum veterum 
fragmenta (Stuttgart 1903-5) 

Usener = H. Usener, Epicurea (Stuttgart 
1887) 
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Pre-Hellenistic Philosophers 
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In other cases we name a philosopher, 
followed by a fragment number. The 
reference is to the following collections: 


Panaecus: M. van Straaten, Panaetii Rhodii 
fragmenta, ed. 3 (Leiden 1962) 

Posidonius: L. Edelstein / 1.G. Kidd, 

» Posidonius, vol. 1, The fragments yt 
(Cambridge 1972) 


i Timon: H. Lloyd-jones / P. Parsons, 


Supplementum Hellenisticum, Berlin and 
New York, 1983 


e: 
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A few texts from pre-Hellenistic philosophers are included in vol. 2 for comparative 


purposes. These are: 


ARISTOTLE at ae te 
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INDEX OF PHILOSOPHERS 


All dates are o.c. unless a.p. is indicated. Many ancient philosophers who feature in this 
volume purely oc primarily as sources will be found in the Index of sources. 


ACADEMY. School founded by Plato 
(q.v.), which tumed to sceptcism in the 
Hellenistic period (see New Academy). 
Location of school, 3-5; history in 
Hellenistic period, 5: defunct m ist cent. 
A.D., 15 

AENESIDEMUS. Ex-Academic, founder 
of neo-Pyrrhonise movement in ist cent. 
s.c. His rift with Academy, 449. 465. 
469-70. 472; compared with Arcesilaus and 
Carneades, 488; his philosophy. 468-88 
passim: on Pyrrho, 13, 16, 468; contribunon 
to Pyrrhomst methodology. 485, 488; 
reliance on Timon, 23; on pleasure, 15; 
scepticism, 17; on appearance, 18, 468, 471. 
473, 470-7, 479-81. 483. 486-7, against 
signs, 217. 483, on the end, 468, 472. 483-4. 
487, on tranquillity, 468. 471: on suspension 
of judgement, 468-88; his ten modes, 
473-83. 485-7; against cause, 483-5; alleged 
Heracliteamsm of, 488 

ALEXANDER of Aphrodisias. Ser index of 
sources 

ALEXINUS, Late 4th- and carly 3rd-cene. 
dialectician, reputedly eristic. Criticized 
Zeno’s theological syllogism, 325, 331 
ANAXAGORAS.Physical theorist, mid- 

sth cent. Alleged sceprcism. 438 
ANAXARCHUS. Scepucally inclined 
Democritean, 4th cent. Philosophy and 
temperament, 14, 17; relation to Pyrrho, 13 
ANSELM, ST. a.D. 1033-1109, 

Ontological Argument, 332 

ANTIOCHUS of Ascalon. Member of New 
Academy, who in 87 formed a breakaway 
movement, the ‘Old Academy’, claiming 
to revert te authenuc Platonism, 449: 
studied with Philo of Larissa, 449; his 
debate with Philo, 439, 444; his nf with 
Philo, 449; influenced by Carneades, 460: 
reporter of Cameades, 461; opponent of 
Academic scepticism, 252, 442; read 
Stoicsm into Plato. 444; on things in 
accordance with nature as part of final 
good, against Stoics, 405-6: heir to Stoic 
“pistemology, 249, 252, 449; on Epicurean 
scientific method, 94-7; used Carneades’ 
division of goods, 403. (Note: Ciceronian 
Passages where an Antiochean spokesman is 
invoked merely as 2 representative of 
Stoicism are not recorded here, and are 
Teated as ‘Stoic’ in the Index of topics. 
They are readily identifiable by the 


introductory glosses to our translations.) 
ANTIPATER of Tarsus. Head of Stoic 
school from c. 152 to c. 129. On definition, 
190. 194; on single-premise arguments, 216, 
219; on analysis of syllogisms, 218, 220; on 
Master Argument, 231; on criterion of 
truth. 241-2; on scepticism as exempt from 
ils own scope, 442, 472; criticized for 
arguing against scepticism, 444: on 
divination, 261; no action without assent, 
317; on division of ethics, 344; on selective 
value, 355; formula for end, 357, 359, 401, 
407-8; controversy with Cameades 
conceming end. 402, 409-16 

ANTIPATER of Tyre. Stoic. ist cent. 3.c. 
On world’s commanding-faculey, 284 
APOLLODORUS of Seleucia, Stoic, late 
and cent. On division of philosophy, 158: 
on ‘predicate’, 197; on criterion of truth, 
241; defimtion of body, 272; on ume, 305; 
on division of ethics. 344 

ARCESILAUS. Scepnical head of New 
Academy, from c. 273 to ¢. 242. His 
Platonism, $. 438-9. 441. 445-6; his school 
called the ‘Middle’ Academy by some, 439, 
441, 448: published no books, 439. 449: 
Timon on, 23; Aristo on, 439-40; 
arguments with Ansto, 445; his alleged 
debt ta Pyrrho and Diodorus Cronus, 
439-43, 445-6; called a Pyrrhonise by some, 
440; studied with Theophrastus, 440; 
studied with Polemo, 445; his standing in 
the Academy, 445; acknowledged a debt to 
Socrates, Plato, Parmenides and Heraclitus, 
440-1, 446; taught Chrysippus, 186, A 
attacked by Chrysippus. 222, 224; 4 
apposition to Zeno, 438-40, 442-3, 445, A 
agreed with Zeno about infallibilicy of wise a 
man, 454; exchange with Cleanthes, 451; 
grounds of his scepticism, 438, 446-8: 
allegation that his scepticism was a sham, 
440, 441, 445-6; on Opinion, 454; criticism 
of cognition, 242-3, 249, 251, 254-5, 
257-8, 439-40; on suspension of judgement. 
258, 439-9, 441. 443, 453, 456; view of 
dialectic, 189, 439; argumentative method, 
441-2, 448; use of paradoxes, 465: possible 
use of Sontes, 251, 465; on indiscernibility, 
446; on the ‘reasonable’, 451, 456-7, 459: 
reply to ‘inactivity’ argument, 4$6-7; on 
mixture, 292; on wise man, 454; on proper 
function, 454. 457; compared with 
Aenendemus, 488 


ge 
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ARCHEDEMUS. Stoic, 2nd cent. On 
division of philosophy, 148: on universals, 
t80; on the present, 305, 307; on predicates 
and sayables, 333; on division of ethics, 344; 
formula for end, 363, 366 

ARISTIPPUS. See Cyrenaics 

ARISTO of Chios, Unorthodox jrd-cent. 
Stoc, pupil of Zeno of Citium. Arguments 
with Arcesilaus, 445; heterodox view on 
indifferents, 3, 19. 355-6. 358-9, 406, 428; 
on division of philosophy, 160, 186, 190: 
did not use the theory of four genera, 
178-9; formula for end, 156, 359: on unity 
of the virtues, 177-9, 377-8. 384; on 
precepts and doctrines, 426, 429; on 
relanvity of ‘native land’, ‘home’, etc., 431: 
linked with Pyrrho, 15, 16. 19 
ARISTOTLE. 384-2. Founder of 
Peripatetic school (q.v.). Compared with 
Hellenisne philosophers. 1—6; Timon on, 
23; on void, 29-30, 50. 296-7; on 
indivisibles, 41-4, 49. 51-2, 301; denied 
infinity of universe, 46, on motion towards 
centre, 50; on god, 43, 146; on teleology, 
65, 278, 332. 340; on soul, 70, 319-21; on 
regress of proofs, 8g; on mixed actions, 
109%; restrictions on bivalence, 112-12, 206: 
on pleasure, 121-3; on friendship, 137-8; 
un political connotanons of ‘honourable’, 
138; on a ‘complete life’, 154, 399; on 
matter, 168, 172, 271-2, on nature of shape, 
16g; on particulars, 180; on universals, iB 1; 
Topics, 185; on rhetoric. 189; on dialectic, 
185, 189; on definition and outline account, 
101, 190, 193-4; On division, 191, 193; on 
peculiar charactersnc. 194; on meamng, 
198; on case, 204; logic of terms, 218; per 
impossible proof, 2ty: on sophisms, 230; on 
contemplation, 259: paradigmatic use of 
mathematics, 264, 301; on ‘first 
philosophy’, 267; on hallmark of existence, 
270, 273, on first mover, 271; on definition 
of body, 273; on interaction, 273; on 
celestial physics, 273, 286-7; on cosmic 
cycle, 279; on hexis and diathests, 285-6; on 
elements, 246-7; on mixture, 292-4; on 
ume, 106-7; on animal motion, 321-2; on 
homogeneous substances, 334; cthies not an 
exact science, 374; allegedly a determinist, 
386; partial dependence of happiness on 
luck, 398, 424: moral life as self-fulfilment, 
3499; Foncoonal view of human good, 400; 
on influence of environment, 456; doctrine 
of the mean, 428; rhetorical method, 441-2; 
on justice, 442 

ARNOLD, Matthew. A.D. 1822-48. 
Epicurus’ theology campared to. 148 


ATHENAEUS of Attaleia. See Pneumatic 
school 

AUGUSTINE. See index of sources 
AURELIUS, MARCUS. Roman emperor 
A.D. 161-80, and Stoic philosopher; wrote 
Meditations, addressed to himself (see Index 
of sources); much influenced by Epictetus 
(g.v.). On cyclical recurrence, 300, 313; on 
moral error, 381-2, 385; ethical teleology, 
397 


BENTHAM, Jeremy. a.D. (748-1832. 
Epicurus’ ethics compared to, 134 

BION of Borysthenes. Author of Cynic 
diatribes, early 3rd cent. Arcesilaus’ alleged 
fear of him, 440 

BOETHUS of Sidon. Stoic, znd cent. On 
criteria of truth, 242, 291; denied 
conflagration 277 

BRYSON. Philosopher of disputed 
identity, who taught Pyrrho, 13 


CALLIPHO, Philosopher of uncertain dare 
and allegiance. On highest good, 45$ 
CARNEADES. Fourth head of New 
Academy, in mid-and cent.; retired in t37, 
died in 129. Said to have initiated a new 
phase in the Academy, 448; maintained 
Arcestlaus’ philosophy, 439. 448; modified 
Arcesilaus’ philosophy, 448, 453; wrote 
nothing, 449; argumentative method, 442, 
448, 484: speeches in Rome, 442; on 
scepticism as sclf-applicable. 442; applied 
scepticism only to philosophical questions, 
443, 400; systematic cntique of doctrinaire 
theses, 447-4; defended philosophical 
positions, bur only tor dialecacal purposes, 
110, $04, 408, 455. 465; opponent of Stoics, 
192; criticism of cognitive impression, 344, 
251, 460-1; criticism of criteria of truth, 454 
459-61, 465; on truth value of sense- 
impressions, 178, 451-2, 449-Gt; serses 23 
messengers, 250, 461; on truth, 463-7; 00 the 
“convinang’, 448. 451-3, 457-60; on opinion 
and assent, 453-6. 460; said by some to 
sanction qualified opinion, 453-5; on Sontes 
224, 462-3. 465; criticism of Stoic teleology, 
329, 332; criticism of Stoic theology. 46273 
465; not an atheist, 463; criticism of ~ 
divination, 463-5; on causes, 463-7: On 
determinism and free will, 165, 110, 463-7 
on the Lazy Argument, 464; criticism of 
Stoic end. 402, 407-10; division of views ot 
final good, 403, 448; on the wise man, 4. 
CASSIUS the Sceptic. Pyrrhonist and 
doctor, ist of 2nd cent. AD. Crit 

Zeno’s Republic, 430 


CHRYSIPPUS. Leading Stoic philosopher, 
c. 280-c. 206; head of school from 232. 
Importance, 3, 244; studied in Academy, 
(86; opposition to Academy, 244, 446; list 
of works, 192, 221-2; interest in feet, 
171-2, 356, 431; on division of philosophy, 
1584—61. 267; originator of four genera of 
the existent, 165-6. 178-9; on individual 
idenaty, 171-3. 17§-4; on world and parts. 
176, 178, 275; on universals, 180-1, 301; on 
rhetoric, 185, 189; on dialectic. 18$, 187; on 
sophisms, 186-7. 189, 228; on 
controversialism, 187: prowess in logic. 
188-9; on defininon, 191; articulation of 
conceptions, 192, 244, gn _bivalence, 104. 
203, 233. 235, 466-7; on past and _fucure 
truths, 233, 236, 466-7: on propostions. 
302; on conditionals, 208, 211, 264-6; 
against single-premise arguments. 216; on 
the dialectical dog, 216; on analysis of 
syllogisms, 218-20; on Not-someone 
Argument, 140-1, 222; on Sontes, 223-4, 
229-30; on Lying Argument, 235-6, 229; 
on Veiled Argument, 227: on ambiguity. 
227. 230; on Master Argument and 
modality, 231-6; on cognitive impression, 
241; on criteria of truth, 241-2, 152-3: on 
expertise, 254; on corporeality, 272; on 
conflagranon and cosmic cycle, 171. 375; 
on clemenes, 280; on tenor, 284, 363: on 
breath, 172, 278, 287-y, 293. 315, 337, 341: 
on mixture, 253. 290-3; on place. 294; on 
void, 295-6: on centnpetal motion, 295-6; 
on infinite division, 297-8; on pyramid and 
cone puzzles, 298-9. 301-3; on geometrical 
theorems, 301; on time, 304-8, 310-13; on 
cyclical recurrence. 308—y. 311-13, 343; 0n 
soul, 272, 314-15, 321; definition of death, 
272, 27$; on location of commanding- 
faculty, 204-5, 315. 413; on heredity, 314: 
disagreement with Cleanthes on analysis of 
walking, 316; on impulse, 317; no action 
without assent, 317; on reason. 318; on 
god's identity, 266, 323: argument for 
existence of god, 324-5; on providential 
Rructure of world, 326, 328-33. 349. 374: 
On Cause, 233, 333. 339, 341-3, 387-8; on 
fate, 104, 232-3, 317. 323. 331, 336-40, 343. 
356. 386-9, 392-4; on divination, 232-3, 
736, 260-1; on division of ethics, 344-5; on 
4PPropriation, 348, 415; on loose use of 
good’ and ‘bad’, 356, 358, 423. 427; on 
things m accordance with nature, 356, 
358-9, 406; on proper funcuon, 359. 363, 
368; on Progress. 363; on good and bad, 
oR, 373: on virtue, 326, 373, 380, 385; 
On interrelation of virtues, 176-9, 378-9. 


Index of philosophers 


384; on courage, 192: on life and death, 
382; formula for the end, 394-5, 400-1, 
406-7; on happiness, 363, 394; vice equated 
with unhappiness, 396; on passions, 411-18, 
420-3; on pleasure, 113; on idealization in 
ethics, 423; on involvement in politics, 423; 
on incest, cannibalism, etc., 430-1, 436: 
defended Zeno'’s ethical terminology, 432; 
on slaves, 432: on law, 432; on philosophy 
and the scholarly life. 434, 436; his Republic, 
43475 

CICERO. See Index of sources. His 
philosophical stance and method derived 
from Philo of Larissa, 448-9 
CLEANTHES. Stoic philosopher and poet, 
331-232; head of school from 262. See alsa 
Index of sources. Zeno's successor, 3: 
exchange with Arcesilaus, 451, 457; contact 
with a Dialectician, 186, 189; on division of 
philosophy, 158. 188, 434; on predicates 
and sayables, 331; on Master Argument, 
231-2, 235, 467; on expertise, 259; criticized 
by Chrysippus over definition of expertise, 
19}, 259; corporeality of soul, 272; on 
conflagranon, 277; on powers of fire, 278, 
281, 287; on world's commanding-faculty, 
284, 287; may have used mixture doctnne, 
293; on walking, 316, 322; man as ‘soul 
alone’, 320; on ongin of conception of god, 
323-4; Hymn to Zeus, 326-7, 332; on fate 
and providence. 331. 333. 342. 386; most 
religious of Stoics, 332; contribution ta 
rational theology, 332; on division of 
ethics, 344; on good, 373-4; on 
interrelation of virtues, 178. 378, 184, on 
permanence of virtue. 380, 385; man's 
natural tendency to virtue, 181, 403; on 
happiness, 394; formula for the end, 394~5, 
400; allegedly allowed an irrational part to 
the soul, 413, 422; on che nature of 
passions, 413-18; on Epicurean hedonism, 
t17; on mental sickness, 407-18; on cides, 
431 

CLITOMACHUS. Head of New Academy 
from c. 128 to c. 110. Recorded Carneades’ 
arguments at enormous length, 448. 463; 
ascribed no beliefs to Carneades, 448, 455; 
interpreted Carneades’ approval of opinian 
as dialectical. 454~5; praised Cameades for 
expelling assent, 455. 460; on two kinds of 
assent, 454-5; praised Carneades’ 
theological Sorites arguments, 463 
COLOTES. Epicurean, fl, c. 110-260, target 
of Plutarch's Against Colotes (see Index of 
sources). On law, 133-4, 136: criticized 
Cyrenaics and Arcesilaus, 440-1. 457; 
pragmatic argument against scepticism, 450 
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CRANTOR. Academic, and the first 
Plareni¢ commentator, lace sth and early 
Jrd cence. Close friend of Arcesilaus, 440 
CRATES of Thebes. Lare 4th and early 3rd 
cent.; Cynic, pupil of Diogenes of Sinope. 
Teacher of Zeno of Citium, 3: had sex in 
public, 482 

CRATES of Athens. Sucressor ro Polemo 
and Arcesilaus’ predecessor as head of che 
Academy, early jrd cent., 439, 444 
CRINIS. Stoic, late 2nd cent., noted 
mainiy far his definitions. ‘Pardnon’, tor; 
‘subcondinonal’, 208; ‘argument’, 212 
CRITIAS. gth-cent. Sophist, playwright, 
and asociate of Socrates, Alleged atheism 
pf, 144 

CYNIC SCHOOL. School of *Dogiike’ 
philosophers, so called because of their 
Bohemian lifestyle, based on an extreme 
form of Socranc ethics. Their founder or 
figurehead was Diogenes of Sinope {g.v.}. 
See also Crates. Monimus. Philosophy, 4; 
influence on Zeno and Stoiism, 3, 434; 
influence on Pyrrho and Timon, 16, 20; 
Epicurus on, 133, 139} influence on Stoic 
view of passions, 419; animal behaviour as 
a criterion of naturalness, 436 
CYRENAIC SCHOOL. Founded by 
Anstippus of Cyrene, and influenual in 
later ath and carly 3rd cent, Main 
dactrines: hedonism, and the unknowability 
of anything beyond one’s own feelings, On 
pleasure and paih, 115, (68, far, 123, 404; 
hedonist lifestyle of Aristippus, 4&2 


DAMASCIUS, Neoplaconist, $th cent. 
a.D. Doctrine of divisible leaps, 303 
DEMETRIUS of Laconia. Epicurean, 

c. 100 B.C. Exegesis of Epicurus on 
attnbuces and time, 14-7! reinstates method 
of division, 103 

BDEMOCRITUS., Co-founder with 
Leucippus of atomism, mid to late sth cent. 
Epicurus started out as his follower, $; 
compared with Pyrrho, 16; attitude of 
Pyrrho and Timon ta, 14, 17, 23-4; on 
generarion and destruction, 24; on 
indivisibiliry, 41; on size of atoms, $6; 
scepticism, $7, 84, 86, 498, 443; comeniteed 
to determinism, 10-9, 746; ethic, 125, on 
gods, 145. 327: cone puzzle, 299, JoI-3 
DESCARTES, René. A.D- 196-1850. 
Mind-body dualism, tto; Epicurean 
defence of hedonism compared ta, 122 
DIAGORAS. sth-—<cent. atheist, i44 
DIALECTICAL SCHOOL, Speciaiies in 
logic and methods of argument, active and 
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influential e. 320-250. See also Diodorus 
Cronus, Panchoides, Philo the Dialectician. 
Main precursors of Stoic logic, 189, 205 n.: 
on Mowing Angumenc, (46; incerest in 
sophisms, 186, 189, 220-1, 229-30 
DIODORUS Cronus. Leader of the 
Dialectical school (q.v.}, died c. 284. 
Teacher of Zeno of Cinum and Philo the 
Dialecrician (qq... Influence on Stoicism, 
189; an indivisible magnitudes, 44, 41-2, 
gor, 709; on tense logic, 51, on meaning 
and ambiguity, 101, 227-10; on 
condinonals, 209-10: on Master Argument 
and modality, 230-2. 214-4 

DIOGENES of Babylon. Head of Stoic 
school m early to mid-and cent; died 

c 152, Visited Rome m 145 with 
Carneades, 185, on division of philosophy, 
198; on dialectic, 184; on rhetoric, 189; oo 
language and meaning, 194. 197; On nouns 
and verbs, 194; on conditionals, 208; on 
divination, 267; doubts about conflagration, 
277; defence of Zeno's theological 
syllogism, 324: on division of ethics, 144: 
formula for end, 357, 359, 401. 407-8 
DIOGENES of Qenoanda. See index of 
sources 

DIOGENES of Ptolemais. Stoic, known 
only for his view that ethics is the first 
division of philosophy. 154 

DIOGENES of Sinope. Fi. mid-qth cent. 
Founder figure of Cynic school (g.¥.). 
Compared with Pyrrho, 16; his distinctive 
lifestyle. 482 

DIONYSIUS of Cyrene. Siviç, late and 
cent. On the reasonable, 263 


EDDINGTON, Sir Arthur. a.o. 142- 
1944. On indeterminiam and free will, 611 
ELEATICS. The school consisting of 
Parmenides, Zeno of Elea and Melissus 
{qq-v.) On motion, 12 

ELIOT, George. a.D. 1819-89. Epicurus’ 
theology compared to, 148 
EMPEDOCLES. Philosophical poet, mid- 


“gth cent. Originator of four-clement 


theory. Cm ‘reciprocal replacement’, 32; OF 
origin of species, 62~4; allegedly a 
determinis, 186; allegedly a scepric, 438 
EPICHARMUS. Sicilian comic playwright 
with a philosophical bent, carly sth cent 
Originaror of Growing Argument, 166-7 
172-3 

EPICTETUS. a.p. c. sce. 135. Major 
Stow philosopher, whose lectures {se index 
uf sources), recorded by his pupil Arian. 
concencrate particularly on ethics and 


theology. On importance of reason, 185-6; 
on dialectic, 187, 190, 226; on use of 
impressions, 241, 322, 359, 391-2, 395; on 
preconceptions, 248-9, 253; on what is in 
our power, 249, 391-2; developed 
providence doctrine, 333; on division of 
ethics. 344, 146; on roles, 364, 368. 425, 
428; on natural inclination to good. 370. 
375: on adaptation to warld, 396, 300-1; 
passions rest on errors of judgement, 418, 
RI 

EPICUREAN SCHOOL. Founded by 
Epicurus (q.v.). Location, 4; attitude to 
founder, 6 : 
EPICURUS. 341-271, founder of 
Epicurcanism. See also index of sources. Life 
and school. 3-4; Timon on, 23; outline of 
system, 6-7; physics, 25—78: epistemology, 
78-101; ethics, 102-57. For details, see Index 
of topres 

ERETRIAN SCHOOL. See Menedemus 
EUCLEIDES of Megara, Associate of 
Socrates and Plato, and founder of the 
Meganan school (q.v.): c. 450—. 380. 
Timon on, 22 

EUDOXUS. Mid-4th cent., pupil of Plato. 
astronomer, and hedonist. On pleasure, 122 
EUDROMLS. Stoic, probably and cent. 
Known only for his orthodoxy concermng 
the division of philosophy, 158 


FAVORINUS, Academie, friend of 
Plutarch, late ist to carly 2nd cent. a.D. On 
history of definition, 190; on Academic 
method, 444-5 

FEUERBACH, Ludwig. a.D. 1804-72. 
Epicurus’ theology compared to, 148 


RECATO. Early ist cent. a.c., pupil of 
Panaetius and associate of Posidonius (q.¥.) 
in the Rhodian group of Stoics. Formula 
for the end, 395 
HERACLITUS. Major Presocratic 
philosopher, fl. c. 500-480. Important 
forerunner of Stoicism, 448; legacy to Seoic 
fire doctrine, 273, 278; on interdependence 
of opposites, 332; allegedly a determinist, 
386; his doctrines apparently invoked by 
Aenesidermus, 488 
HERILLUS. 3rd cent. B.c. Stoic from 
Carthage, pupil of Zeno of Citium. Linked 
with Pyrrho, 15; on ‘subordinate end’, 359 
HERMARCHUS. Succeeded Epicurus as 
of Epicurean school in 271. On the 
ongins of law, 129-32, 135-6 
HIEROCLES. Stoic, A. c. a.D. 100. Cf. 
Index of sources. On animal development, 
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313-14, 321, 347; on appropriation, 347-50, 
352-3 

HIERONYMUS. Former Peripatetic who 
founded his own school; c. 290-c. 230. 
Absence of pain as final good, 404 
HUME, David. A.D. 1711—76. On 
indivisible magnitudes, 42; insulated 
ordinary life from scepticism, 460 


KANT, Immanuel, A.D. 1724-1808. Stoic 
ethics compared with, 398-9 


LACYDES. Head of Academy after 
Arcesilaus, from c. 242. Maintained 
Arcesilaus’ philosophy, 439; acquaintance of 
Timon, 23; taught Chrysippus, 186 
LEUCIPPUS. Co-founder with 
Democritus of atomism, mid-sth century. 
See Democntus 

LOCKE, John. a.D. 1632-1704. His 
conceptualism compared to Stoic theory of 
universals, t81 

LUCRETIUS. See index of sources 7 


MEGARIAN SCHOOL. Founded by 
Eucleides, later headed by Stilpo (qq.¥.}. ™ 
Noted for a blend of Socratic and Cynic 
ethics, and cnstic argument. Timon on, 22; 
Chrysippus on, 187 

MEINONG, Alexus. a.D. 1853-1920. On 
subsistence, 164 

MELISSUS. Follower of Parmemdes (g.v.), 
lace sth cent. On change, 27; on void, 32 
MENEDEMUS of Eretna. Late 4th and 
early jrd cent. Pupil of Stilpo (g.v.), and 
founder of the Eretrian school, noted for 
eristic tendencies. On unity of virtues, 377, 
383; hes school’s influence on Arcesilaus, 
439-40 

METRODORUS of Chios. ash cent. 
Democritean sceptic, 17, made scepticism 
applicable to self. 14. 472 
METRODORUS of Lampsacus. Epicurean, 
close associate of Epicurus, c. 331-278. On 
sex, 316 

METRODORUS of Seratonicia. New 
Academic. pupil and interpreter of 
Carneades, late 2nd and carly ist cent; 
strongly influenced Philo of Larissa's 
positive interpretation of Carneades, 448. 
454; took Carneades’ approval of opmion 
as official doctrine, 454 

MILL, John Stuart. a.D. 1806-73. Epicurus’ 
ethics compared to, 134 

MNESARCHUS. Joint head of Stoic 
school after the death of Panaetius c. 110. 
On substance and quality, 168, 173 
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MONIMUS. gth-cenc. Cynic with sceptical 
leanings, 14,17 


NAUSIPHANES. Democntean, teacher of 
Epicurus. On Pyrrho and Epicurus, 13-145 
possibly a determunist, 108 

NEW ACADEMY. The sceptical phase of 
the Academy (q.v.), lasting for most of the 
Hellenistic age, from Arcesilaus, through 
Carneades, to Philo of Larissa (qq.v.). 
438-9. Philosophy, 438-67 passim; 
methodology, 24. 132, 443-9: difference 
from Pyrrhonists, 469-70. 488, 472; view of 
dialectic, 189-yo: their approach more 
dialectical than pragmatic. 470: use of 
puzzles, 229, 464; use of Somtes, 224-5, 251, 
465; on indiscermbility, 171, 174, 243-6; on 
actung without assent. 317; on two kinds of 
assent, 4$4, 460: on distinction between 
non-evident and non-cognitive, 443, 469: 
use of the ‘convincing’. 263, 443-5, 449, 
451-4. 457-60, 469; “All things are 
incogmicive’ their most characteristic claim, 
and their ‘doctrine’. 442. 446-7; larer 
members protessed doctrines, 465, 469: 
criticism of Eprcureans on friendship, 132: 
criticism of Stoics on change and identity, 
166-7, 171-6; crineism of Stoic cogninon, 
249-52, 469; criticism of Stoic providence, 
330. 332: criticism of Stoc on justice, 150. 
493; criticism of Stoics on end, 401-10 


PANAETIUS. Stoic philosopher from 
Rhodes, v. 1%4—c. 110, head of school from 
c. 129. On division of philosophy. 15%: 
denied conflagration, 277: on the structure 
of soul, 316, 320; may have rejected unitary 
psychology, 321; on proper function, 364, 
368, 427; on the end of virtues, 396, 399: 
formula for the end, 397, 401; virtues as 
perfections of natural endowments, 401; on 
falling in love, 423; morality for the non- 
wise, 423-4. 427; on following your natural 
tole, 424, 427-8; specialise in political 
philosophy. 433. 436 

PANTHOIDES. Member of the Dialecncal 
school (q.v.}, carly 3rd cent His work on 
ambiguity attacked by Chrysippus, 221; on 
Master Argument, 231, 235 
PARMENIDES. Celebrated Eleatic 
philosopher, mid-sth cent, ac. Timon on, 
23-4; ON gencranon and desruction, 26, 
271; considered all ‘opimon’ false, 258 
PERIPATETIC SCHOOL. Founded by 
Aristotle, later headed by Theophrastus and 
Strato (qy.e.). Low profile in Hellenisnce 
age. 2: location, 4; synthetic theorem, 219; 
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on incorporeality of soul, 272, 274; denial 
of extra-cosmic void, 295. 297: on time, 
305; on animal generation, 314; on soul, 
321-2; on moral intermediates, 380. 406; 
truc heirs of Platonsm, according to 
Antiochus, 449 

PHAEDO. Pupil of Socrates. founder of 
school at Elis, carly to mid-4th cent. Timon 
on, 22 

PHILO of Alexandria. See Index of sources. 
The following citations refer to passages in 
which Philo employs Stoic doctrine on his own 
account. On tenor, physique and soul. 
284-5, 288-9; on impression and impulse, 
317; on proper function, 362-]. 365-6 
PHILO of Lanssa. Head of New Academy 
from c. 110 to c. 79. Studied with 
Cheomachus, 444; debate with Antiochus 
on unity of the Academy, 439; in what 
sense things are incognitive. 444; permits 
qualified assent, 447, $49. 454-5, 460: his 
interpretation of Platonism, 449; had 
doctrines, 465 

PHILO the Dialecnaan. Pupil of Diodorus 
Cronus, and himself 3 pioneering logician, 
late 3rd and carly 2nd cent. Sometimes 
muisnamed ‘Philo of Megara’. On 
condinonals, 209-11, 264; on possibility, 
234, 235 

PHILODEMUS. See Index of sources 
PLATO Founder of Academy; c. 429-347. 
His school, 1; no consensus on his 
interpretation, 445; claimed as a sceptic, 
438. 445-6; on Opposites, 30, 329, 192) 
denied infinity of universe, 46; on time, 46, 
305: on teleology, 60-1, 63-5, 278, 332; on 
recollecaon, Ro; on dialecnc, 89, 189-90; on 
language and definition, 100-1; on Forms, 
64. 89, 146, 179-82; on god. 146, 277-8; on 
death, 153; on existence, 163-4; use of 
Growing Argument, 167; on whole and 
part, 175; on relational qualities, 178; his 
Republic arcacked by Zeno, 186, on 
rhetoric, 144; on division, 191, 193; less 
sensitive to ambiguity than Stoics, 195; on 
etymology, 19$; on opinion, 258, 449: 
paradigmaric use of mathematics, 264, J01; 
on hallmark of existence, 270, 273; on 
source of motion, 271; on receptacle of 
becaming, 271: on nature of body, 273; on 
soul, 70, 272, 274, 319; on world-soul, 319; 
on homogeneous substances, 334; on ethical 
intermediates, 158; ethics an exact science, 
374; on virtue as expertise, 383; moral life 
as self-fulfilmenc, 399; on pleasure, 121. 
123; on social conrract, 135; on justice 442 
PLUTARCH. See index of sources 


PNEUMATIC SCHOOL. Medical school 
founded by Athenaeus of Artaleia, rst cent. 
8.c., pupil of Posidonius (q.v.). and 
influenced by Stoicism, 335. Denied void, 
295; On Cause, 335, 341 

POLEMO. Platonist, head of Academy 
from c. 314 to c. 276. Teacher of Zeno. 5; 
associate of Arcesilaus, 445; may have 
reacted against excessive systematizanon of 
Plato's thought. 445 

POLYSTRATUS. Third head of Epicurean 
school. mid-jrd cent. On relanvity, 35-7. 
486 

POSIDONIUS. Stoic philosopher, scientist 
and historian, c. 135—c. $0, based in 
Rhodes, pupil of Panactius (q.v.). Burl 
astronormeal mechamsm, 328; on division 
of philosophy. 158-61; on surface, 299: on 
time, J05; on generation, destruction and 
change, 167-8, 173; on carlier Stoic views 
on the critenon. 242, 254; god adentitied 
with world, 266: on world’s commanding- 
faculty, 284; reverts co Platonic tripartite 
soul, 321, 383, 401. 416-17: on division of 
ethics, 344; formula for the end, 395, 397. 
401, 40%-y; criticism of Chrysippus 
concerning end, 400 n., 404-5; Implicit 
criticism of Camcades concerning end. 409; 
impheat eniticism of Antipater concerning 
end, 410; criticism of Chrysippus 
coneeramng passions, 413-17. 422-3; on 
Golden Age. 434, 437 

PRODICUS. Sophist. sth cent. Alleged 
atheism of, 144 

PROTAGORAS. sth-ent. Sophis. noted 
for his relanvise dictum ‘Man ts the 
measure of all things’. Timon on, 22, 24 
PYRRHO. Founder of sceptical movement. 
©. 365-270; figurehead of later Pyrrhonist 
school (q.v.) founded by Aenesidemus 
(q.v.), 449; life, 13, 16; pupil of Bryson and 
Anaxarchus, 13, 56; visited India. 14, 17: 
temperament, 13-14, 18-22. 470; followed 
appearances, 468, 470-1; character of his 
Scepnicism, 13-18, 468, 487; ethics, 18-22. 
124; influenced by Cynicism, 16, 20: 
Aenesidemus on, 13; Timon on. 14-24 
Passim, compared with Socrates. 16: 
admiration for Homer and Democritus. 54. 
24: influenced by acomists, 17; linked with 
Academic scepticism, 16, 439-50. 446: 
linked with Arista, 19-21: admired by 
Nausiphanes and Epicurus, 13-14. 124; his 
Philosophy allegedly defunct im ist cent. 
AD. (§. 18 

PYRRHONIST SCHOOL. The school 
founded by Acncsidemus (q..), and active 
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from the 1st cent. 8.c. unal at least A.D. 
200. See also Sextus Empiricus. Philosophy, 
468-88, passim; called “Sceptics’, perhaps 
from Ist cent. A.D. onward, 470; on 
appearance, 1§; appearances the ‘criterion’, 
468, 470; difference from Academics, 469- 
70, 488; reasons for suspending judgement, 
47374 

PYTHAGORAS. óth-cent. philosopher, 
regarded as 2 forerunner of Platonism. The 
subject of much mystique and little hard 
fact. Alleged inventar of Growing, 
Argument. 167; said to have used 
detinitions in mathematics. 190; his 
tollowers’ view on moral responsibility, 
JRR 

PYTHOCLES. Epicurean to whom, as a 
young man, much advice was addressed by 
early members of the school (including 
Epicurus’ Letter to Pythoctes, see Index of 
sources), 116, 156 


RUSSELL, Bertrand. a.D. 1872-1970. On 
subsistence, 164; on logically proper names, 
207 


SENECA. Roman Stoic, ist cent. A.D. See 
Index of sources. On Academics and Pyrrho, 
15: on philosophy and science, 199-41; on 
virtue, 176; on savables, 196; on Zeus 
during conflagation. 277; developed 
providence doctrine, 333; on division of 
ethics, 344, 346; on appropriation co one’s 
own constitution, 347. 350-1. 393-4; on 
nghr actions, 347; on good, 369-71. 374: 
on reason, 395; on happiness, 396, 399; on 
“seeds of knowledge’. 401; on things in 
accordance with nature, 405: on passions, 
419; on precepts and doctrines, 426-7, 429; 
on ames, 431 

SEXTUS EMPIRICUS. and-cent. A.D. 
Pyrrhonist. See Index of sources. Good 
source for Pyrrhonism, 470: debt to 
Aenesidemus, 488; cncicasm of definition, 
(yg, criticism of Stoic syllogistic. 215-16, 
21y; criticism of preconception, 24y; took 
over Academic arguments against Stoc 
epiemoalogy. 249; cnticism of Stoics on 
mation, 299-300, 304: reasons for 
suspending judgement. 473-4 
SOCRATES. 46)-3y9. Acheman 
philosopher extensively portrayed in Plato's 
dialogues, Wrote nothing. 44% differently 
interpreted by Plato. Xenophon and the 
Cynics, 471; compared to Pyrrho, 16; 
concem with definition. 190; on moral 
weakness. 375; equated happiness with 
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virtue, 383; virtue as an expertise, 383; on 
unity of virtues, 384; did not fear death, 
418; forerunner of Stoic view that wise 
man is free of passions, 419; disavowed 
knowledge, 438. 472; his dialectical method 
taken over by Arcesilaus, 441. 445 
SPEUSIPPUS. Plato's nephew and 
successor as head of the Academy; c. 407- 
339. Systemanzed Platonic thought. 445 
SPHAERUS. Stoic, mid to late 3rd cent. 
Chief Stoic specialist on definitions, (91-2: 
on the cognitive and the reasonable. 243-4, 
250, 457 0. 

STILPO. Head of Megarian school (q.v.). 
late 4th and early grd cent. Teacher of 
Zeno of Cinum. Possible relation to 
Pyrrho, 13 

STOIC SCHOOL. The major school of 
the Hellenistic age. Founded by Zeno of 
Citium. 2-3, location, 4-5; attitudes to 
founder. 5—6. outline of system, 7; division 
of philosophy, 1458—62; ontology, 12-33; 
logic and semantics, 143--216; physics, 
26—343: ethics, 344-437. For details. see 
Index of topics. (‘Early Stowism’ refers to 
the school’s first phase, c. 300-c. 130. 
Panavaus and Posidonius (qq.v.) arc 
somcumes thought sufficiently innovative 
ta constitute a separate phase, ‘Middle 
Stoicism’. ‘Roman Stoicism’ is the phase 
represented by Seneca, Epictetus, Marcus 
Aurelius, and Hierocles (9q.v.).) 

STRATO of Lampsacus. Third head of 
Peripatetic School, from c. 287 to c. 269. 
Concentranon on physics, 2; on hot and 
cold, 247 n. 


THEODORUS the Atheist. Member of 
Cyrena school (q.v.), late 4th and varly 
3rd cent. Arcesilaus’ alleged fear of him. 


440 

THEOPHRASTUS. Head of Peripatetic 
school after Aristotle, from 422 to c. 287, 
and founder of botany. Teacher of 
Arcesilaus, 440; shared Aristotle's view of 
philosophy, 2; on god, 6), 146; on division, 
19t; on hot and cold, 287 n. 

TIMON of Phlius, follower of Pyrrho 
(q.v.). c. 32§—C. 235. Publicist for Pyrrho. 
13-24, 471, 472: criticisms of other 
philosophers, 22-4, own philosophy, 24; 
called Arcesilaus a Pyrrhonist, 440; on 
tranquulliry, 468 


XENOCRATES. Second successor of 


Plato, head of Academy from 339 to 314. 
On indivisible magnitudes, 44: on division 
of philosophy, 160; on incorporeality of 
soul, 272; systematized Platonic thought, 


445 
XENOPHANES. Late éth-cent. poet and 
philosopher. Timon's admiration for, 22, 24 


ZENO of Citium, founder of Stoicism, 
334-262. Early life, 2-3; studied with 
Polemo, 445: influence of Dialectical school 
on, 189, 446; interest in hands, 185, 242, 
250. 2§3-4; wrote against Plato's Republic, 
186; his own youthful work, the Republic, 
429-30, 434-6; against convenuonal 
conceptions of freedom, 432, 436; Timon 
on. 23; on division of philosophy, 158; did 
not have the theory of four genera. 178-9; 
on universals, 179; on dialectic and rhetoric, 
184-6, 189; interest in Mowing Argument, 
186; unnovations in epistemology, 242; 
ennazed by Accesilaus. 242-3, 251. 257; on 
opimon, 242, 254. 257-9, 454; On 
cognition, 242, 250. 253-4, OM assenc, 242, 
253-4; On impressions, 253; on knowledge, 
2543 on sense-perception, 254; on expertise, 
259; god identitied with world, 266; on 
matter and god. 172, 273; on substance, 
269; only body has interactive powers, 
272-3; ọn casmic primacy of fire, 273, 2753 
on conflagration, 276; on elements, 280; on 
mixture, 292-3; on centripetal monon, 296; 
argument from microcosm to macrocosm, 
287, 325; theological syllogisms of, 189, 
324-5. 331-2, 374; ON cause, 333, 341; On 
face, 342-7, 386, 389; on division of ethics, 
j44, on preferred and dispreferred, 19, 355, 
458: on proper function, 360; on good and 
bad men, 364; on interrelation of the 
virtues, 178, 377-8; on happiness, 394, 399: 
formula for the end, 394-5, 400; taken, 
probably wrongly, by Galen to allow 
irrational parts to soul, 42-14, 422 
ZENO of Elea. Eleatic philosopher, mid- 
sth cent, Timon on, 23; on suze and 
existence, 2g; on motion and infinite 
division, 41-2, $1. 303 

ZENO of Sidon. Epicurean, c. 1$5-73; 
head of school, teacher of Philodemus. On 
signs, 96 

ZENO of Tarsus. Stoic, succeeded 
Chrysippus as school head c. 206. On 
division of philosophy, 158; on division of 
ethics, 144 
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Ac. = Academics; Ep. = Epicureans; Pyr. = Pyrrhonists (early and late); St. = Stoics 


agreement, see harmony 

ambiguity: (Ep.), 99; (St), 221, 227-10, 
defined. 223 

analogy: (Ep.), 40, 42. 96, see alsa similarity, 
inference from, (5t.), 238. 369-70 

animais, see nature, animal and human 

appearance: {Pyr.), 1$. 17—18. 21, 441, 468, 
470-1, 473, 476-7, 479-81, 483, 486-7; 
(Ac). 450 

appropriation: (St.), 346-54, 364 

arguments (St.), see syllogisms 

assent: (Pyr.), 468: (St.), 24B. 290, 253. 255. 
2$7, 315. 322. 385-6; (Ac.), 438, 441. 
450-0 

astrology, see divmation 

atoms: (Pyr.), 482: (Ep.), 37-9. 41. 46-57. 
104-6 

attributes, see qualities 


rents 


beliet, see assent, opinion 

bivalence: (Ep), 104, 107. 111-12, 464. 466; 
(St), 104. 203, 225, 229, 293, 235, 34), 
466; (AC), 225, 229, 463-4, 466-7 

body: {Ep.). 27-30, 32-4. 37-9. 44, HO. A4: 
(Se). 163-4, 169, 196-7, 199-200, 
266A, 270, 272-4, 293-4. JOH, JOR, 
333. 340. 373-4. 377. defined, 272 

breath (pneuma): (St.), 169, 278, 282~5, 
292~4, 315-16, 320, 334-5. 341 


case (SL). 379, 183, 197-201, 333-4 

categones, see genera of the existent 

causation: (Pyr,), 483-5; (Ep.), 
psychological, 102—1 r: (St), 164-5. 
169, 199. 271-2, 333-43, 387-8. 393 

Civilization, origins of: (Ep.), 65, 97-8. 
1OO-1, 121, £24, 127-36, 199, 143; 
(St.). 434. 437 

cognition and non-cognition: (Pyr.). 13. 
247, 468-70. 483, 487; (St.), 174, 
24060. 2fig, 459; (Ac.}, 438, 440. 
444-9, 454 

colour: (Pyr.), 473. 475, 477-80; (Ep.), 33. 
53-7, Bo, Ra; (St.), 246, 272; (Ac.), 
452. 454 

Concepts, see imagination and concept- 
formation. preconception 

conditionais: (Ep.), 93; (St.), 180-2, 208-11. 
219, 232-3, 264-4, in Principle of 
Conditionalization, 213-14, 219 

conflagration (St.), (71. 174-5, 275-9. 295, 
297, 309-13 

Convincing, the: (Pyr.), 469-70: (St.), 227. 
238-9, 253, 265-6; (Ac.), 443-5. 449. 


wer 


451-4. 457-60, 469 

courage (St.), defined, 191-2, 377-8, 380 

criteria of ruth: (Ep.), 85, 87-90, 122, 
249-50; (St.), 183, 188, 241-53, 459; 
{Ac.), 450-3 

cultural pursuits: (Ep.), 155-7; (St.), 160-2 


death: (Ep.), 69-72, 146, 149-54; (St.). 272, 
27$. 315, 318, 382, 418 

definition: (Pyr.), 195; (Ep.), 99. 101; (St), 
180-3, 190-5, defined, 190-1, 194 

demonstration (St.), 213-14, 261, 266 

desire: (Pyr.), 20; {Ep.), tig—16, 120-1, 124; 
(St.), 317. 410-23 


= determinism and free will: (Ep.), 52. 72. 


102-12, 192, 464, 466; (St.), 108. 
233-4, 311-13, 336-40, 342-3, 385-94, 
463-4; (Ac.), 105, 110, 463-7 

dialectic: (Ep.), 99-101; (St.), £58, 182-90, 
defined, r3, 190; (Ac.}, 189-90, 
22475, 439. 441-5 

disposition: (Pyz.), 478-9; (St.), 163, 165-6, 
176-7 

disturbance, freedom from, see tranquility 

divination: (Ep.), 106; (St), 232-3. 260-1, 
264, 338; (Ac.), 463-5 

dreams: (Ep.), 73-7, 80; (St.), 77, 236. 344 


elements: (Pyr.), 482; (Ep.), 92; (Se.), 268-9, 


s 271, 275, 2B0~2, 286-9. 334-5 


emotions, see passions, pleasure and pain 

end, the: (Pyr.), 468. 472-3, 483-5, 487: 
(Ep.). ttq. 298, 121; (5¢.), 356-7, 359, 
363, 166, 194-410; (Ac.), 401-10 

escnualism, 265 

+ ctymology: {Ep.), 30, 108, 146; (St.), 184. 

192, 195 

evil, cosmic; (Ep.), 60: (St.), 311. 328-33, 
382, 386; (Ac.), 130 

existence: (Pyr.), 469, 483, 487; (Ep.). 
27-30, 32-7; (SL), 162-5, 200, 273, 
294, 30$. 308, 336, 343: (Ac.), 469 

expertise; (S¢.), 237, 259-496, 4039-4. 409, 
defined, 259; (Ac.), 408-9, 461 


fate, see determinism and free will 

fire: (Ep.), 33. 5475; (St), 273-82, 286-8. 
291, 323 

fortune: (Ep.), 102, 107, tta; (St.), 397-8 

friendship: (Ep.), 126-7, 632-3, 137-8; (St). 
371, 376, 430, 432 


genera of the existent (St), 163, 165-79 
genera and species: (Pyr.), 481, 486-7; 
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genera and species (cvnit.) 
(St.), 158, 179, 184-3, 191-3 

generation and destruction: (Pyr.), 19; 
(Ep.}, 25-7, 37-9, 41, 69-70; (St.), 
167-8, 173. 166-76, 269-70, 274-9; 
(Ac.), 462 

geometry, see mathematics 

goal, see end, the 

god(s): (Pyr.). 482-3; (Ep.). 139-49. non- 
involvement in world, 38-85, 89. 327, 
483, paradigmatic happiness of, t17, 
125, 134, our knowledge of, 253. 
allegedly disbelieved in by Epicurus, 
327; (St.), 323-33, happiness of, 148. 
our knowledge of, 240. 248. 253. 
providence of, 260-1, 278, 311, 371-3, 
374, force immanent in matter, 
268-79, 334. 341, equated with world, 
266-7, 270-1, associated wich fire, 
286-7; (Ac.), arguments against, 
462-3. god's knowledge. 464-5 

good and bad: (Pyr.), tg-21, 122. 441. 483; 
{Ep.}, 162-26, 149; (St); 353-4. 356-8. 
J60-3, 36R-86. ju, 398, 401-10, 419; 
(Ac.), 441. 460 

— grammar: (St.), 165, 197-8, 200-1 
Growing Argument (St.. Ac.). 166-7, 171-4 


happiness: (Ep.), 37-14, 124-5, 37, 142, 
146, 164-5; (St), 118, 123, 357. 363. 
376-7. 380, 342-3. 194-400, dened. 
394; (Ac.), 45t 

harmony: (St.), 361, 365. 383, 394-6. 399 


identity, individual: (Ep.), 151, 153; (St.). 
(69-76, 245-4, 251-2; 308-13; (Ac), 
166-7, 171-5 

illusion: (Pyr.), 473-80; (Ep.), 1-3, 86, 
147: (St.), 236-7, 239, 256 

imaginauion and concept-tormation: (Ep.), 
74N. YO. 642-3. 145) (St), 338-41 

impassivity: (Anaxarchus), 14; (Pyr.), 19, 
21-2 

impressions: (Pyr.), 470-1, 474-4; (Ep.), 
72-87, 90; (St.), 183. 196, 200, 202, 
236-41. 253, 255, 322. 461, Cognitive, 
see cognition; (Ac.), 4502 

impulse (St.}, 122, 197, 202, 248, 314-17, 
344. 34655, 361. 387, 415, 420, 450 

inarbitrability (Pyr.), t4, 478-9, 485 

incorporeals: (Ep.), 33-4. 66; (St.), 162-5, 
169, 196-7, 199-202, 240-1, 272, 274. 
294, 296, 30$, 307, 333, 340 

indifferents/intermediates (Pyr.), 19; (Se), 
19, 21, 257, 154-9, 366 

indiscernibilicy: (St.), 309-13; (Ac), 171, 
174, 243. 251, 262, 446, 461-2 
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induction, see similarity, inference from 

infinite division: (Ep.). 39=44. 303: (St.), 42, 
293, 297-304, 307 

infinity of universe (Ep.), 44-6; (St.), 295, 
304 

intermediates, see indiferents 


justice: (Ep.), 114, 12$, 134-5; (Se.), 349-50, 
369, defined, 377-8, 380; (Ac.), 350, 
ded 


knowledge, scientific (St.}, 259-9, 263-4 


language: (Ep.), 97—-s08: (St.), 183-4, 195, 
199-200, 236, 318 

law: (Pyr.), 482-3; (Ep.), 125. 128-36; (St.), 
491, 431-5; defined, 432-3 

Lazy Argument (St.), 339-40 

lekton, see meaning 

Liar Paradox, see Lying Argument 

limits (mathematical); (Ep.), 37-46; (St.), 
165, 268, 299. 301-5 

logic (St.), 158-61, 183-90, 195-236 

Lying Argument (Sr., Ac.), 221-2, 225-6, 
229, 465 


Master Argument, 230-1, 234-6 

mathematics: (Ep.). 34; (St.), 1$9-6o, 260, 
264, 301 

matter (St.), 166-8, 172-3, 268-75, 284, 
334, 341 

meaning: (Ep), gior; (St.), 162-5, 183, 
19}, 195-202, 227-30 

memory: (Pyr.), 468; (Ep.), 75-8, 88, 119, 
124, 129-31, 136; (Se.), 214, 238. 241, 
247, 315 

mind: (Pyr.), 476, 480: (Ep.), 65-72, 
109-11, $62, pleasures of, 118-20; 
(St.), 168, 176, 257, 284, 313-23, 341, 
383, 411-13 

minima: (Pyr.), 482: (Ep.). 39-44, 49. SI-3»: 
104. 303; (St.). 299, 301, 304 

mixture: (Ep.), 67-8. 71; (St), 32. 253. 273 
288—104. 298, 104 

motion: (Pyr.), 299-300, 304, 483; (Ep.); 
31-2, 40-52: (St.), 295-7. 299-300, 
30377. 313, 321-2 

multiple explanation: (Pyr.), 484; (Ep.), 
92-3. 95-6 


nature 
animal and human: (Ep.), 64-5, 68, 97. 
100-4, 115-16; (Se.), 313-14. 317-18, 
365. 380-91 
as ethical guide: (Pyr.), 15; (Ep), 112, 
C1§-16, 122, 135; (St.j, 122, 317-18, 
346-61, 364-5, 368-9, 371. 374-5 


394-6. 400-11, 413, 424, 430, 436 
as object of knowledge: (Pyr.), 14-15, 
17, 477, 480, 483; (Ep.}, 120, 155; (St.), 
266-8 
providential character of (S¢.), 246, 250, 
254 
universal and particular (St.}, 266-7, 323. 
351. 395, 400 
Pyrrhonist critique of, 478. 483 '* 
necessity and possibility: (Ep.), 102-12; 
(St.), 212, 230-6, 330, 386-9, 393-4 
negated conjunction (St.), 211-12, 229-30, 
232-3, 236 
negation (St.), 203-5, 207-8 


opinion: (Pyr.), 22; (Ep.), 22, 81, 88, 90-1, 
119; (St.j, 22, 242, 254-9, 411712. 
420-1, 456; (Ac), 255. 257-8, 438, 
443, 448-60 


pain, see pleasure and pain 

particulars (St.), ontological primacy of. 
ifi4, 180-3, 208 

passion(s): (Pyr.), 478; (St.), 344. 410-23 

philosophy: (Ep.). value of, 154-7; (St.), 
divisions of, 158-62. defined, 158, 436. 
role of philosopher, 433-4, 436 

physics, role of: (Ep.), 155; (St.), 158-44, 
266-8 

place: (Ep.), 27-30, 296; (St.), 162-4, 293-7 

pleasure and pain: (Pyr.), 15, 476: (Ep.), 90, 
112-27, 232-J, 137-4, 150, 154, 350, 
41S: (St), 107, 121, 346-7, 950, 352, 
41012, 421, 434 

politics: (Ep.), 126, 128-34, 136, 139; (St.), 
423, 429-97 

possibilicy, see necessity and possibility 

preconception: (Pyr.}, 249: (Ep.). 87-00, 99. 
101, TOR, 122. 144, 145, 253; (Se), 104. 
23M, 241-2, 247-9, 251-3, 318, 327, 
369, 375 

predicates: (St.), 196-7, 199-200, 202, 304, 
308, 333-4, 340. 343, 400, defined, 197 

Principles, see marter, god 

Progress (St.), 259. 363, 367, 382-3, 427,429 

proof, see demonstration 

Proper functions: (St.), 257, 352, 359-68, 
defined, 359; (Ac.), 451, 457 

Propositions (St.), (96-212. 334. 340. 
defined, 202 

Providence: (Pyr.}, 473. 482; (Ep.), 60; (St.), 
GO-3, 142, 171. 174-5, 260-1, 278-9, 
310-1, 327, 348-9, 374 

Pruderice: (Ep.), 114, 122; (St). 379, 402-3, 
40%, defined, 380; (Ac.), 451 


qualities: (Pyr,), 477-8: (Ep.), 32-7, 52-7, 


Index of topics 


109=10, 122; (St.), 163, 165-77, 183, 
200, 271, 274, 288-9, 321, 378, 184 


reason: (Ep.), 79; (St.), 185—6, 238, 241, 
248, 318, 321-3, 346, 374, 395, 413-14, 
cosmic, 269~70, 323, 325, 332; (Ac.), 
443, 460-1 

relational properties., relativity: (Pyr.), 
478-9. 483-6; (Ep.). 35-7, 131, 486: 
(St.), 163, 165-6. 174, 176-9, 377. 431: 
(Ac.), 451 

thetoric (St.), 183-9, defined, 183 

right actions: (St.}), 361-8, 391. 404, 457%; 
(Ac.). 454. 457 


sayable (lekton), see meaning 
schools, character of, 5—6 
scepticism: (fourth-century proponents), 4; 
(Pyr.), 13-18; (Ep.), 57. 77-0. 83-4, 
86, 109, L33; (St), 178, 352 
scientific method: (Ep.), 90-7; (St.), 259-66 
self-refucation (Ep.), 83, 103, 108 
self-sufficiency: (Ep.), 014, 128, 155; (St), 399 
sensation, sense-perception 
as a soul-function: (Ep.), 65-7, 70-2; 
(St). 914-16, 321; (Ac.), 460-2 
mechanics of: (Ep.), 72-8; (St.), 316 
truth/falsity of: (Pyr.), 468-9, 475, 
477-80, 483; (Ep.), 78-88, 245, 249-50; 
{St.), 236-7, 244, 246-8, 252-3, 347; 
{Ac.), 460-1 
signs: (Pyr.), 217, 483, 487: (Ep.). 79. 92. 
ya; (St), 209, 211. 260-4, 306, 318. 
138 
similarity, inference from: (Pyr.), 477: 
(Ep.), 93-4, 96, 265; (St), 261-3, 
265-6 
sophisms: (Ep.), 99; (St.), 183, 186, 220-30 
Sonites: (St.), 221-5, 229-30, 306, 394; 
(Ac.), 24, 251, 462-3, 465 
soul, see mind 
species, origin of (Ep.), 58-9, 62-5 
subsistence, ser existence 
substance/substrate (5t.), 163, 165-76, 
269-70, 275-6, 284 
suicide: (Ep.), 133, £90, 154, 428; (Sc.), 382, 
385. 425, 428-9 
suspension of judgement: (Pyr.), 13, 17-18, 
468-88; (St.), 255, 446-7; (Ac.), 255, 
258, 438-60 
swerve of atoms (Ep.), 49—50, 52. (04-7, 
t10-12 
syllogisms (Sr.), 183, 189, 196, 210, 212-20, 
456, theological, 324~§, 331-2 


teleology: (Ep.), 8-65, 121-2; (St.), 60-2, 
122, 323-33, 349. 351. 397-8 é 
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tenor (St.), 284-6, 289, 341, 372, 176 

cension (St.}, 282-3, 288-9, 321, 418 

ame: (Ep.), 33-5, J7: 50, 61, in relation co 
pleasure and death, 150-4; (St.}, 162-4, 
297, 3094-13, 396, defined, 104-5 

tranquillity: (Pyr.), 15, 17-22, 441, 446, 
468, 470~2; (Ep.), 22, 114, 120, 124-6, 
129, 134, t41, 146; (St), 396, 399 

truth: (Pyr.}, 470-1, 483; (Ep.). 147, see also 
sensation, truth of; (St.), 195, 198-9, 
202, 213-14, 250, 257, 337; (Ac). 
463-7, 460; see also criteria of truth, 
bivalence 


universals (5t.), 164, 179-3 
utility (Ep.), 125, 129-31, 135-7 


validity: (Pyr.), 215-16, 219; (St.), 212-16, 
218-19 
value (St.), 354-60, 369 
vegetarianism (Ep.), 116 
vitrue(s}: (Pyr.}, 19-20, 483; (Ep.}, 1t4, 
_ bape r8, 122, 126; (St), 117-18, 158, 
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161~2, 176, 184, 326, 365, 368, 370-2, 
376-86, 395-6, 400, interrelation of, 
334, 164. 377-9, 393-4; (Ac.), 469 

void: (Ep.), 37-33, 18-9, 44, 46-50, 66, 
90-1, 94-4, 101, 296-7; (Sth 162-4, 
266, 268, 270, 294-7 


weight (Ep.}, 31, 33, 48-50 

wisdom (St.), defined, 158, 160 

wise man: (Pyr.), 456; (Ep.), 132-3, 138-9, 
456; (St.), GT, 139, 559-60, 162, 184, 
199 242, 254-9, 263, 277, 549, 362, 
364, 365-6, 373, 377, 379-80. 397. 419, 
421, 423, 425, 491-2, 433-4, 456, 
rarity of, 324, 381, 383, 427; (Ac.), 
443, 453-7 

world(s): (Ep.), origin and infinity of, 
7-63; (St), 274-9, 284, relation to 
parts, (76, 178, 297, meanings of, 270, 
world-soul, 319, rationality and 
providential structure of, 323-33. 345 
348: ser also god - 
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